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FEDERAL  ENERGY  ADMINISTRATION 

ENERGY  SUPPLY  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  COORDINATION  ACT 

Intention  To  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  Certain  Installations;  International  Paper  Co. 

and  Fraser  Paper,  Ltd. 

The  Federal  Energy  Administration  (FEA)  hereby  gives  notice  of  its  intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders,  pursuant  to  the  authorities  granted  it  by  Section  2  (a)  and 
fb)  of  the  Energy  Supply  and  Environmental  Coordination' Act  of  1974,  as  amended 
(ESECA) ,  a"d  Title  10,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  (10  CFR) ,  Parts  303  and  305  to 
the  following  installations: 


Docket  Xo. 

Owner 

Installation 

Unit  No. 

Location 

OCU-0738 

OCU-1888 

International  Paper  Co . 

. Jay  plant . 

1.2 

-  6.7 

Jay.  Maine. 

Maine. 

PEA  hereby  also  gives  notice  of  the 
opportunity  for  oral  and  written  presen¬ 
tation  of  data,  views,  and  arguments  by 
interested  persons  regarding  these  pro¬ 
posed  Prohibition  Orders. 

The  proposed  orders  would  prohibit 
the  above-named  installations  from 
burning  natural  gas  or  petroleum  prod¬ 
ucts  as  their  primary  energy  source. 

Prior  to  issuance  of  a  Prohibition 
Order  to  an  installation,  Sectioh  2(a) 
of  ESECA  and  10  CFR  303.36(b)  and 
305.4(b)  require  that  FEA  find  that  the 
installation  had  the  capability  and  nec¬ 
essary  plant  equipment  to  bum  coal  as 
of  June  22,  1974.  A  Prohibition  Order 
may  not  be  issued  unless  FEA  can  find 
that  the  prohibition  of  the  utilization  of 
natural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as  a 
primary  energy  source  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA 
and  that  coal  and  coal  transportation 
facilities  will  be  available  during  the 
period  the  Prohibition  Order  will  be  in 
effect.  FEIA’s  proposed  findings,  as  well 
as  its  proposed  conclusions  and  rationale 
with  respect  to  these  findings,  for  each 
installation  are  .set  out  in  the  Appendix 
to  this  jietice.  These  findings,  conclu¬ 
sions  and  rationale  may  be  amended  as 
a  result  of  comments  received  by  PEA 
pursuant  to  this  notice  and  other  infor¬ 
mation  available  to  FEA.  The  findings, 
conclusions  and  rationale  will  be  in¬ 
cluded,  with  any  amendments,  for  each 
Prohibition  Order  that  is  issued. 

U]x>n  completicHi  of  the  proceedings 
described  in  this  notice,  FEA  may  deter¬ 
mine  to  issue  Prohibition  Oifiers  to  some 
or  all  of  the  above-named  installations. 
These  Prohibition  Orders  will  not  becwne 
effective,  however,  until  (1)  either  (a) 
the  Administrator  of  the  Elnvironmental 
Protection  Agency  (E3*A)  notifies  the 
FEA,  in  accordance  with  Section  119(d) 
(1)  (B)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  that  the  in¬ 
stallation  is  able  to  bum  coal  and  to 
comply  with  all  applicable  air  pollution 
control  requirements  without  a  ccnn- 
pliance  date  extension  under  Secticoi 
119(c)  of  such  Act,  or  (b)  if  such  notifi¬ 
cation  is  not  given  by  EIPA,  the  date  that 
the  Administrator  of  EPA  certifies,  pur¬ 
suant  to  Section  119(d)(1)(B)  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act,  is  the  earliest  date  tiiat 
the  installation  will  be  able  to  comply 
with  all  applicable  requirements  of  Sm- 
tion  119  of  that  Act;  and  (2)  FEA  has 
<K>nsidered  the  environmental  Impact  of 
making  the  order  effective,  pm^uant  to 
10  CFR  208.3(a)  (4)  and  305.9,  and  has 


served  the  affected  installation  with  a 
Notice  of  Effectiveness,  as  provided  in  10 
CFR  303.10(b),  303.37(b)  and  305.7.  The 
date  the  Prohibition  Order  will  be  effec¬ 
tive  will  be  stated  in  the  Notice  of 
Effectiveness. 

10  CTR  305.9  requires  that,  [«1or  to 
issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  to 
an  installation,  FEA  shall  perform  an 
analysis  of  the  environmental  impact  of 
the  issuance  of  such  Notice  of  Effective¬ 
ness.  That  analysis  shall  result  in  either 
(1)  issuance  of  a  declaration  that  the 
Prohibiticm  Order  will  not,  if  made  effec¬ 
tive  by  issuance  of  a  Notice  of  EffFective- 
ness,  be  likely  to  have  a  significant  im¬ 
pact  on  the  quality  of  the  human  envi¬ 
ronment,  or  (2)  the  preparation  by  FEA 
of  an  environmental  impact  statement 
covering  significant  site-specific  impacts 
that  are  likely  to  result  from  the  Prohi- 
biticxi  Order  and  that  have  not  been  ade¬ 
quately  addressed  in  the  Final  Program¬ 
matic  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
or  in  other  official  documents  made  pub¬ 
licly  available.  If  FEIA  preimres  an  envi¬ 
ronmental  impact  statement  covering 
significant  site-specific  impacts  resulting 
from  making  a  Prohibition  Order  effec¬ 
tive,  the  statement  shall  be  prepared  and 
published  for  cmnment  in  accordance 
with  Section  102(2)  (7)  of  the  Naticmal 
Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  prior 
to  issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness. 
Interested  persons  may  request  a  public 
hearing  pursuant  to  10  CFR  303.173  to 
comment  on  the  contents  of  a  draft  en¬ 
vironmental  impact  statement.  With 're¬ 
spect  to  comments  regarding  any  imiiact 
on  air  quality  that  might  result  from  a 
proposed  Pr(*ibition  Order,  however,  it 
should  be  recognized  that  ESECA  has  as¬ 
signed  to  EIPA  the  primary  responsibility 
for  analyzing  the  effect  of  any  such  or¬ 
der  on  the  Nation’s  air  quality  and  for 
determining  the  applicable  air  polluticm 
control  requir^ents  that  ai^ly  to  the 
installation  that  has  been  issued  an  or¬ 
der.  It  is  expected  that,  in  almost  every 
case,  an  installation  to  which  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  is  issued  will  be  eligiUe  to 
apply  to  EPA  for  a  compliance  data  ex¬ 
tension.  In  connection  with  that  applica¬ 
tion.  EPA  must  also  provide  an  oiHior- 
tunity  for  written  cmnment  and  (M*al 
presentation  of  data,  views,  and  argu¬ 
ments  by  interested  persons.  Enclosed 
with  the  Notice  of  Effectiveness  may  be  a 
compliance  reporting  schedule  to  insure 
that  the  insta^tion  will  be  able  to  com¬ 
ply  with  the  prohibition  of  the  burning 


of  natural  gas  or  petroleum  prcxlucts  as 
a  primary  energy  soiuxe  on  toe  effective 
date  specified  in  toe  Notice  of  Effective¬ 
ness, 

Public  comment  on  toe  proposals  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  toe  installa¬ 
tions  listed  above  is  invited  in  toe  form 
of  written  and  oral  presentation  of  data, 
views,  and  arguments.  Comments  should 
relate  to  individual  docket  numbers  and 
should  make  clear  to  which  docket  num¬ 
ber  toe  individual  comment  is  addressed. 

Comments  shovild  address  (1  )the  ad¬ 
equacy  and  validity  of  each  of  toe  pro¬ 
posed  findings  and  the  conclusions  and 
rationale  in  support  of  these  findings.  (2) 
the  environmental  impact  of  making 
effective  a  Prohibition  Order,  including 
any  site-specific  environmental  impacts, 
and  (3)  any  other  aspects  or  impacts  of 
the  proposed  Prohibition  Order  believed 
to  be  relevant. 

Pursuant  to  10  CFR  303.173(a)  and 
(d)  and  305.5,  FEA  hereby  announces 
that  a  public  hearing  to  receive  oral  pres¬ 
entation  of  data,  views,  and  arguments 
of  interestetl  p>ersons  will  be  held  begin¬ 
ning  at  9:00  a  m.  on  May  24,  1977,  at  the 
J.  W.  McCormack  Post  Office  and  Court¬ 
house  Building,  Room  208,  Park  Square, 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02109.  Any  per¬ 
son  who  has  an  interest  in  toe  subject 
of  the  hearing  or  who  is  a  representative 
oi  a  group  or  class  of  persons  which  has 
an  interest  in  the  subject  of  the  hear¬ 
ing  may  make  a  written  request,  or  a 
verbal  request  if  confirmed  in  writing, 
for  an  opportunity  to  make  an  oral  pres¬ 
entation.  That  request  should  be  di¬ 
rected  to  Richard  Meister,  FEA  Region 
I,  150  Causeway  Street.  Boston,  Massa¬ 
chusetts  02114,  (617)  223-3701.  The  re- 
,  quest  should  be  received  before  4:30  p.m., 
Thursday,  May  19,  1977.  The  request 
should  describe  toe  person’s  interest  in 
the  issue (s)  involved;  if  appropriate,  it 
should  state  why  the  person  is  an  ap¬ 
propriate  representative  of  the  group  or 
class  of  persons  which  has  such  an  inter¬ 
est;  it  should  give  a  concise  siunmary  of 
the  proposed  oral  presentation  and  a 
phone  number  where  the  person  may  be 
contacted  through  May  23,  1977.  Speak¬ 
ers  should  submit  ten  (10)  copies  of  their 
oral  presentation  if  possible,  unless  such 
presentation  is  less  than  five  (5)  pages, 
in  which  case  only  one  copy  is  required, 
to  Robert  Mitchell,  Regional  Adminis¬ 
trator.  Federal  Energy  Administration. 
150  Causeway  Street,  Room  700,  Boston. 
Massachusetts  02114,  before  4:30  p.m.. 
Monday.  May  23,  1977.  Speakers  will  be 
contacted  by  an  FEA  representative  be¬ 
fore  4:30  p.m.,  Friday,  May  20.  1977,  to 
confirm  receipt  of  toe  written  request. 

Detailed  technical  data,  views,  and 
arguments  should  be  contained  in  a 
written  submission  in  support  of  toe  oral 
presentation.  The  oral  presentation  itself 
should  be  a  summary  of  those  written 
comments. 

While  FEA  will  endeavor  to  provide 
adequate  opportunity  to  all  who  desire  to 
speak,  FEA  reserves  toe  right  to  limit 
toe  number  of  persons  to  be  heard  at  the 
hearing,  to  schedule  tljelr  respective 
presentations  and  to  establish  toe  pro¬ 
cedures  governing  the  conduct  of  toe 
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hearing.  The  length  of  time  allocated  to 
each  presentation  may  be  limited  on  the 
basis  of  the  niunber  of  persons  request¬ 
ing  to  be  heard,  llie  FEA  will  prepare  an 
agenda  that  shall  provide,  to  the  extent 
possible,  for  the  presentation  of  all  rele¬ 
vant  data,  views,  and  arguments. 

An  PEA  official  will  be  designated  to 
preside  at  the  hearing  which  will  not  be 
a  Judicial  or  evidentiary  hearing.  During 
oral  presentations  only  those  conducting 
the  hearing  may  ask  questions.  There  will 
be  no  cross-examination.  At  the  conclu¬ 
sion  of  all  initial  oral  presentations,  each 
person  who  has  made  an  ond  statement 
will  be  given  the  opportunity,  if  he  or 
she  so  desires,  to  make  a  rebuttal  state¬ 
ment.  The  rebuttal  statements  will  be 
given  in  the  order  in  which  the  initial 
statements  were  made  and  will  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  time  limitations. 

Any  interested  person  may  submit 
written  questions  to  the  presiding  officer 
to  be  asked  of  any  person  making  an  oral 
presentation.  The  presiding  officer  will 
determine  whether  to  ask  the  question, 
having  first  determined  whether  the 
question  is  relevant,  and  whether  ade¬ 
quate  time  may  be  afforded  for  an 
answer. 

Any  further  procedural  niles  needed 
for  the  proper  conduct  of  the  hearing  will 
be  announced  by  the  inesidlng  officer. 

A  transcript  of  the  hearing  will  be 
made  and  it,  together  with  any  written 
commoits  submitted  in  the  course  of  the 
hearing,  will  be  retained  by  the  FEA  and 
made  available  for  inspection  and  copy¬ 
ing  at  the  Freedom  ot  Infonnation  Read¬ 
ing  Room.  Room  2107,  Federal  Building 
12th  and  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  NW.. 
Washingtmi.  D.C.  20461,  and  the  FEA 
Regl<mal  Office,  Library,  7th  Floor,  150 
Causeway  Street,  Boston,  Massachusetts 
02114,  between  the  hours  of  8:00  am.  and 
4:30  pm.,  Mcmday  through  Friday.  Any¬ 
one  may  purchase  a  copy  of  the  tran¬ 
script  from  the  reporter. 

Interested  persmis  are  invited  to  sub¬ 
mit  written  conunents  consisting  of  data, 
views,  and  arguments  with  respect  to 
these  proposed  Prohlbitkm  Orders  to  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Communications.  Box  MK,  Fed¬ 
eral  Energy  Administration,  F^eral 
Building.  Room  3317,  12th  and  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  Avenue.  NW.,  Washington.  D.C. 
20461. 

Comments  and  oth^  documents  sub¬ 
mitted  to  FEA  Executive  Communica¬ 
tions  should  be  Identified  on  the  outside 
of  the  envelope  in  which  they  are  trans¬ 
mitted  and  on  the  document  its^  with 
the  designati(m  “Proposed  Prohibition 

Order  for  the - Installaticm.’* 

Fifteen  copies  should  be  sulxnitted. 

All  written  comments  received  by  4:30 
p.m.,  Tuesday,  June  14.  1977,  all  oral 
presentations,  and  all  other  relevant  in¬ 
formation  submitted  to  or  available  to 
PEA  will  be  considered  by  FEA  prior  to 
Issuance  of  a  Prcrfiiblticm  Order. 

Any  Infonnation  or  data  cmisidered 
to  be  confidential  by  the  per8<Mi  furnish¬ 
ing  it  must  be  so  identified  and  sub¬ 
mitted  in  writing,  Mie  copy  only.  The 
FEA  reserves  the  right  to  determine 
the  confidential  status  of  the  informa¬ 


tion  or  data  and  to  treat  it  in  accordance 
with  that  determination. 

Copies  of  the  regulatims  imcdemoit- 
Ing  Section  2  (a)  and  (b)  of  ESECA  (10 
CFR  Parts  303  and  305)  are  available 
from  the  following  FEA  Regional  Offices: 
Region,  Addkess,  and  Phone 

l.  Robert  Mitchell,  Regional  Administrator, 
150  Causeway  Street.  Room  700,  Boston, 
Massachusetts  02113— 017-223-3701. 

n.  Alfred  Klelnfeld,  Regional  Administrator, 
26  Federal  Plaza,  Room  3200,  New  York, 
New  Twk  10007-212-264-1021. 

m.  J.  A  LaSala,  Regional  Administrator, 

1421  Cherry  Street,  Room  1001,  Phila¬ 
delphia.  Pennsylvania  19102 — 215-597- 

3390. 

IV.  Donald  Allen,  Regional  Administrator, 
1655  Peachtree  Street,  N.E..  8th  Floor. 
Atlanta,  Georgia  30309 — 404-526-2837. 

V.  N.  Allen  Anderson,  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor,  Federal  Office  Building,  175  West  Jack- 
son  Blvd.,  Room  A-333,  Chicago,  Illinois 
60604—312-863-0540. 

VI.  Delbert  Fowler,  Regional  Administrator, 
Post  Office  Box  35228,  2626  West  Mocking¬ 
bird  Lane,  Dallas,  Texas  75235-214-749- 
7345. 

VII.  Nell  Adams,  Regional  Administrator, 
1150  Grand  Avenue,  Kansas  City,  Missouri 
64106—616-374-2061. 

VIII.  Dudley  niver,  Regional  Administrator, 
Post  Office  Box  26247,  Belmar  Branch,  1075 
South  Yukon  Street,  Lakewood,  Colorado 
80226-303-234-2420. 

IX.  WlUiam  Arntz,  Regional  Administrator, 
111  Pine  Street,  San  Francisco,  California 
94111-415-656-7216. 

X.  Jack  B.  Robertson.  Regional  Adminis¬ 
trator.  1992  Federal  Building,  915  Second 
Avenue,  Seattle,  Washington  98174 — 206- 
442-7280: 

MFBI  Prohibition  Order  Candidate 

iDENTinCATION  AND  SELECTION  METH¬ 
ODOLOGY 

FEA  has  engaged  in  a  two  year,  two 
part,  process  in  which  it  first  identified, 
after  extensive  infcnmatimi  gathering, 
the  potential  universe  of  maJiN’  fuel 
burning  installations  (MFBI’s)  in  order 
to  determine  which  MFBI’s  might  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  Prohibition  Orders.  FEA  then 
performed  a  detailed  analysis  of  indi¬ 
vidual  potential  (Hder  recipients  to  de¬ 
termine  whether  facts  would  warrant 
publicatimi  of  a  Notice  of  Intentlmi 
(NOD  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order  to 
any  of  the  potoitial  order  recipients. 

I.  DETERMINATION  OF  CANDIDATE  UNIVERSE 

On  March  20,  1975,  by  Notice  in  the 
Federal  Register  (40  FE  12706),  FEA 
required  MFBI’s  with  design  firing  rates 
in  excess  of  100  million  B’TD’s  per  hour 
to  provide  basic  identifying  information. 
(FEA  in  its  regulations  published  on 
May  9.  1975,  (40  FR  20463)  adopted  the 
100  millicsi  BTU’s  per  hour  design  firing 
rate  as  the  minimum  size  MFBI  that 
would  be  eligible  fCN*  a  Prohibition 
Order) . 

On  April  18,  1975,  FEA  published  no¬ 
tice  in  the  Federal  Register  (40  FE 
17328)  that  it  would  mail  to  all  then 
known  MFBI’s  a  questicmnaire,  entitled 
“Major  F^iel  Burning  Installation  Coal 
Conversicm  Report”  (Form  FEA  C-602- 
S-0),  designed  to  provide  FEA  with  ad¬ 
ditional  InformaticHi  needed  to  help  de¬ 


termine  whether  the  MFBI’s  would  be 
candidates  for  Prohibiticm  Orders. 
Questionnaires  were  mailed  to  those  re¬ 
spondents  to  the  March  20, 1975,  Federal 
Register  notice  and  to  other  MFEI’s 
identified  through  daita  provided  by 
FEA  regional  persmmd.  the  Environ¬ 
mental  Protecti(m  Agency,  other  Federal 
agencies,  and  through  contact  with  trade 
associati(ms.  A  total  of  822  parent  com¬ 
panies  resp(Nided  to  the  sturvey,  identify¬ 
ing  3,482  installati<ms  and  6,289  indi¬ 
vidual  units. 

The  first  survey  provided  FEA  with 
historical  Information  on  quantity  and 
quality  of  fuel  use  and  preliminary  pol¬ 
lution  ccmtnri  data  relative  to  the  facili¬ 
ties  in  question. 

Compilation  and  evaluation  of  the  in¬ 
formation  received  from  the  siuwey  led 
to  devd<vmeBt  of  a  suppianoital  ques¬ 
tionnaire  (Form  FEA  C-603-S-1)  to 
elicit  data  cm  the  financial  situation  of 
owners  of  MFBI’s,  including  infonnation 
designed  to  ascertain  what  the  effects  of 
a  Prohibtion  Order  would  be  on  an  in¬ 
dividual  company  basis.  This  question¬ 
naire  was  designed  to  provide  a  basis  for 
subsequent  analysis  of  the  MFEI  in  terms 
of  financial  capability,  additional  capital 
investment  costs  resulting  from  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order,  operating  cost  differen¬ 
tials  and  coal  and  coal  transportation 
availability.  This  sujMilemental  question¬ 
naire  was  sent  in  June  1976  to  various 
owners  of  MFEI’s  to  obtain  information 
on  161  sites  and  281  individual  units. 

Most  of  the  supplemental  question¬ 
naires  (involving  138  sites  and  246  units) 
were  sent  to  owners  of  MPBI’s  identified 
as  capable  of  burning  coal  in  the  first 
questionnaire  and  which,  in  1974,  burned 
at  least  150,000  barrels  of  oil  or  921.000.- 
000  cubic  feet  of  natural  gas  or  a  BTU 
equivalent  comMnatkm.  ’These  BIFBI’s 
were  chosen  because  of  their  potential 
for  large  fuel  savings  and  the  potential 
low  conversion  costs  to  fuel  savings  ratio. 

The  other  supplemental  quseticmnaires 
were  sent  to  BIF^’s  which  had  indicated 
an  intentlcm  to  discontinue  coal  use  (23 
sites  at  which  there  were  35  units). 

In  September  1976,  after  responses  to 
the  supplemental  questionnaires  had 
been  received,  FEA  consulted  with  the 
Environmental  Protecticxi  Agency  (£3>A) 
to  obtain  EPA’s  best  estimate  as  to  the 
means  by  which  these  BCFBI’s  could  bum 
coal  and  ccxnply  with  all  applicable  air 
pollution  control  requirements.  EPA  in¬ 
dicated  whether  particular  MFBI’s  would 
require  upgrading,  or  installation  of  elec¬ 
trostatic  precipitators.  Installation  of 
flue-gas  desulfurlzaticm  devices,  or 
whether  the  MFBI  could  bum  coal  that 
would  conform  to  air  pollution  control 
requirements  without  pollution  control 
equipment. 

n.  SITE  SPECIFIC  ANALYSIS 

Once  FEA  had  gathered  the  sui^le- 
mental  data  relating  to  the  161  sites,  it 
then  conducted  a  technical  analysis  for 
each  respondent  to  the  supplemental 
questionnaire. 

FEA  prepared  a  technical  summary 
based  on  the  information  provided  to 
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enable  the"^  Agency  to  analyze  each  re¬ 
spondent’s  potential  amenability  to  re¬ 
ceipt  of  an  NOI.  The  technical  summary 
consisted  of  the  following  data: 

a.  Expected  remaining  useful  life  (re¬ 
spondent’s  and  FEA’s  estimates); 

b.  Unit  capacity; 

c.  Fuel  consiunptlon  for  1975; 

d.  The  last  year  coal  was  burned  at  the 
Installation; 

e.  Costs  of  converting  to  coal.  Including 
pollution  control  equipment.  If  any  (re¬ 
spondent’s  and, FEA’s  estimates); 

f.  ’Type  of  pollution  control  equipment.  If 
any,  required  (respondent’s  and  EPA’s  esti¬ 
mates);  and 

g.  Other  relevant  factors,  such  as  percent 
sulfur  content  In  coal  that  would  be  required 
to  Insure  compliance  with  environmental 
standards. 

FEA  eliminated  or  deferred  from  fur¬ 
ther  consideration  those  MFBI’s  for 
which  the  following  criteria  were  appli¬ 
cable: 

a.  Remaining  useful  life  of  the  MFBI  on 
January  1,  1978  would  be  less  than  one  year 
(based  on  an  expected  \iseful  life  of  40 
years); 

b.  ’The  utilization  factor  of  the  MFBI  was 
less  than  20  percent; 

c.  Space  required  for  coal  use  at  Uie  In¬ 
stallation  was  Inadequate  or  imavallaMe; 

d.  Since  filing  the  original  questionnaire, 
the  MFBI  had  been  converted  to  coal  as  its 
primary  energy  source  or  the  owner  has  cer¬ 
tified  thhat  the  MFBI  wlU  be  so  converted 
In  the  near  future; 

e.  ’The  MFBI  used  (In  ttie  latest  year  for 
which  fuel  use  figtires  are  available)  signifi¬ 
cantly  less  than  2  X 10“  B’TU’s  of  oil  or  natu¬ 
ral  gas. 

Items  a  b  above,  would  prevent  :^A 
from  finding  that  burning  coal  by  the 
MFBI  would  be  practicable.  FEIA  assumed 
a  forty-year  useful  life  as  a  reasonaUe 
estimate  based  on  general  industrial  av¬ 
erages.  FEA  has  decided  not  to  analyze 
MFBI’s  that  have  already  ctmverted  to 
coal,  since  the  basic  purposes  of  ESECA 
have  already  been  accomplished  by  such 
conversimis  and  FEIA  has  concluded  that 
its  resources  would  be  better  allocated 
by  (xmcentrating  on  those  MFBI’s  which 
are  not  now  burning  coal 

Certain  MFBFs  were  eliminated  from 
further  analysis  upon  FEA’s  determina¬ 
tion  that  one  or  more  of  the  factors 
which  FEA  must  consider  pursuant  to 
I  305.4(c)  of  its  regulations  would  have 
resulted  in  disqualification  of  a  particu¬ 
lar  MFBL  8uch  elimlnaticxis  were  based 
on  factors  such  as  process  fuel  uses  pe¬ 
culiar  to  the  MFBI’s.  inadequate  land  or 
space  for  coal  related  facilities,  unique 
or  imusual  environmental  ccmstraints. 
and  other  similar  disqualifying  conslder- 
ati(His. 

If  in  FEA’s  Judgment,  analysis  of  the 
summary  Information  raised  issues  that 
required  further  investigation,  FEA  con¬ 
ducted  visits  to  the  specific  sites.  Site 
visits  were  employed  in  circumstances  in 
which  large  dlkirepancies  between  FEA’s 
and  the  MFEI’s  cost  estimates  were  ob¬ 
served,  unusual  technical  problems  were 
presented  by  the  MFEI  with  respect  to 
coal  use,  and  when  other  disparities  oc¬ 
curred  between  the  information  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  MFEI  and  that  developed 


independently  by  FEA.  Information  de¬ 
veloped  during  the  site  visits  served  to 
either  eliminate  an  MFBI  from  further 
consideration,  through  the  aforemen¬ 
tioned  criteria,  or  served  to  demonstrate 
that  FEA  should  continue  its  analysis. 

For  each  FMBI  not  eliminated  through 
any  of  the  above  criteria,  FEA  has  cal¬ 
culated  the  net  operating  cost  differen¬ 
tial  between  using  coal  as  the  MFEI’s 
primary  energy  source  and  using  either 
natural  gas  or  petroleum  products. 

A.  Calculation  of  net  operating  cost 
differential.  ’The  net  operating  cost  dif¬ 
ferential  consists  of  the  sum  of  (1)  an¬ 
nualized  increased  capital  investment 
costs  required  for  conversion  to  coal,  (2) 
differences  in  operating  and  mainte¬ 
nance  costs  (including  the  fuel  cost  dif¬ 
ferential)  ,  and  (3)  the  potential  tax  con¬ 
sequences  attendant  to  conversion. 
Initially,  FEA  performs  two  calculations 
in  determining  the  net  operating  cost 
differential,  one  using  cost  figures  sup¬ 
plied  by  the  MFBI  and  the  other  using 
FEA’s  own  estimates.  When  the  MPBI’s 
figures  are  within  a  reasonable  range  of 
FEA’s  estimates,  FEA  generally  accepts 
the  MFBI’s  figures.  Gross  discrepancies 
are  examined  in  more  detail  by  FEA  to 
determine  the  reasonableness  of  the  dif¬ 
fering  estimates  and  to  reconcile  differ¬ 
ences. 

’The  elements  of  the  three  parts  of  the 
net  operating  cost  differential  are  ex¬ 
plained  below: 

1.  Capital  investment  costs.  ’The  pri¬ 
mary  element  in  this  part  is  the  cost  of 
equipment  acquisition  and  refurbishment 
required  for  conversion  to  coal,  including 
refurbishment  or  acquisition  of  pollution 
control  equlpm^t.  In  determining  the 
estimated  annual  increase  fixed  costs  to 
the  owner  resulting  from  such  c£q)ital 
investment,  FEA  calculates  the  annual 
depreciation  of  equipment  costs  over  the 
expected  remaining  useful  service  life  of 
the  MFEI  (including  consideration  of 
the  investment  tax  credit)  and  adds  the 
estimated  annual  cost  of  ciq)ital. 

Annual  depreciation  is  calculated  as 
follows: 

a.  Determine  cost  of  new  equipment  (In¬ 
cluding  pollution  control  eqvilpment)  minus 
Investment  tax  credit  of  10  percent. 

b.  Divide  the  figure  In  a,  above,  by  the  ex¬ 
pected  remaining  useful  life  of  the  MFBI 
after  convnalon  Is  cmnpleted.  FEA  presiunes 
that  the  MFBI’s  determination  of  remaining 
useful  life  Is  correct  If  It  results  In  a  total 
useful  life  of  at  least  40  years.  Otherwise, 
FEA  will  conduct  a  more  detailed  examina¬ 
tion  of  the  MFBI. 

Calculation  of  the  approximate  annual 
cost  of  capital  is  as  follows: 

a.  New  and  refurbished  equipment  costs 
minus  the  Investment  tax  credit,  plus. 

b.  Twice  the  cost  of  land  acquisitions  re¬ 
quired  for  conversions  to  coal  bmmlng. 

c.  ’The  total  of  1)  and  2)  Is  divided  by  2 
and  then  multiplied  by  a  10-percent  Interest 
rate. 

2.  Operating  and  maintenance  costs. 
’The  primary  factor  considered  in  ^is 
calculation  is  the  annual  fuel  cost  dif¬ 
ferential  which  represents  the  difference 
between  operating  the  MFBI  with  coal  as 


its  primary  energy  source  in  lieu  of 
petroleum  products  or  natural  gas.  (If 
the  current  supply  of  natural  gas  to  the 
MFBI  is  curtailed,  then  the  calculation 
of  the  fuel  cost  differential  does  not  in- 
clude  natural  gas  as  part  of  the  MFBI's 
current  fuel  use  to  the  extent  of  that 
curtailment.  In  such  cases  the  NOCD  was 
calculated  on  the  basis  of  actual  fuel 
usage).  FEA  has  generally  accepted  the 
coal  price  reported  by  the  MFB’s.  If  FEA 
considered  the  stated  price  to  be  un¬ 
reasonable,  it  further  examined  coal 
prices  based  upon  an  analysis  of  delivered 
prices  of  coal  in  the  area  of  the  MFBI 
under  consideration  and  an  analysis  of 
likely  coal  sources.  Projected  coal  use 
after  conversion  was  calculated  by  con¬ 
verting  latest  annual  fuel  use  data  to  its 
BTU  equivalent  for  coal. 

Determination  of  the  differential 
relating  to  labor  costs  and  the  differential 
relating  to  other  operating  and  main¬ 
tenance  costs  was  based  upon  estimates 
supplied  by  the  MFBI’s. 

3.  Potential  tax  effects.  Federal  and 
state  tax  rates  have  been  applied  t6  the 
net  operating  cost  differential  to  deter¬ 
mine  maximum  potential  tax  effects 
resulting  from  a  Prohibition  Order. 

If  the  NOCD  for  an  MFBI  was  positive, 
that  is.  projects  an  increase  in  annual 
costs  of  operations,  then  a  calculation  of 
the  cost  per  barrel  of  oil  saved  was  per¬ 
formed  by  dividing  the  NCXn5  by  the 
number  of  barrels  of  oil  actually  us^  on 
an  annual  basis  (or,  if  the  MFBI  was  a 
natural  gas  user,  the  number  of  barrels 
of  oil  which  would  be  required  to  replace 
the  gas  use  on  an  equivalent  BTU  basis) . 
’This  figure  (cost  per  barrel  of  oil  saved) 
was  then  considered  in  terms  of  the  num¬ 
ber  of  barrels  of  oil  and/or  MCF  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  that  would  be  saved  by  issuance 
of  a  Prohibition  Order,  the  effect  of  the 
NOCD  on  the  MFBI  owner’s  operating 
expenses,  as  well  as  various  environ¬ 
mental  and  other  factors  in  reaching  the 
final  determination  as  to  which  can¬ 
didates  should  receive  an  NOI. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  much  of  the 
information  used  by  FEA  to  make  its 
practicability  findings  is  arguably  confi¬ 
dential  under  18  U.S.C.  1905.  ’Therefore, 
such  information  has  not  appeared  in  the 
Appendix  to  the  NOI.  The  calculations 
have  been  explained  in  each  case  and  the 
data  are  available  to  the  representatives 
of  the  owner  of  the  MFBI. 

Any  questions  regarding  this  Notice 
should  directed  to  the  FEA  National 
Office  as  follows:  FMeral  Energy  Admin¬ 
istration,  Code  OCU  (Pn^bition  Order: 

_ Installation) ,  Washington, 

D.C.  20461,  (202)  566-7941. 

(Energy  Supply  and  Environmental  Coordi¬ 
nation  Act  of  1974  (16  URX!.  791  et  seq.),  aa 
amended  by  Pub.  L.  94-163;  Federal  Energy 
seq.),  as  amended  by  Pub.  L.  94-386;  E.O. 
seq.),  as  amended  by  Pub.  L.  94-385;  E.Q. 
11790  (39  FR  23185).) 

Issued  in  Washingttm.  D.C.,  May  9, 
1977. 

Eric  J.  FVgi, 

Acting  Oeneral  Counsel, 
Federal  Energy  Administration. 
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Appcndiz  a — ^Pboposio  Fnfonros  Aini  Bationai^  ro*  Nones  or  Intention  to  Issue  a 

PsoHiBrnoN  Oeoee 

BSSCA  and  th«  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  nujor  fuel  burning  Installation  (MFBI) .  FEA's  proposed  findings  are 
set  out  below  with  respect  to  the  MFBI’s  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions 
are  also  set  for^. 


Docket  No. 

Owner 

InstslUtkui 

Unit  No. 

Location 

COU-0738 

Interastionsl  Paper  Co _ 

1,2 

Jay,  Maine. 

These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed  by 
FEA,  are  baaed  on  the  Information  that  has 
been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA  prior 
to  the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Intention 
(NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

International  Paper  Company  shall  be  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  the  "owner”  and  as  "Intema- 
tlon".  Jay  Plant  Units  1  and  2  shall  be 
referred  to  as  the  "MFBTs**  and  as  "Jay  1 
and  2”. 

X.  CAPABILITT  AND  NECESSABT  PLANT  EQUIP- 
MENT  TO  BUEN  COAL 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 
1974,  Jay  1  and  2  had  the  capability  and 
necessary  plant  equipment  to  bum  coal.  This 
proposed  finding  Is  based  on  the  facts  and 
Interpretations  stated  below: 

A.  International,  In  a  Major  Fuel  Burning 
Installation  Coal  Conversion  Report,  Sec¬ 
tion  n.  Questions  8,  and  12-14,  (Form  FEA 
C-802-S-0),  filed  on  May  16,  1976,  Indicated 
that  each  MFBI  had  In  place  on  June  22, 
1974,  a  boiler  that  was  capable  of  burning 
coal.  boilers  had  been  designed  and  con¬ 
struct^  or  modified  to  bum  coal  as  their 
primary  energy  source,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  on  June  22,  1974,  the  MFBTs  may 
not  have  been  burning  coal  as  their  primary 
energy  source. 

B.  Based  on  Information  International  filed 
with  FEA  dated  August  11,  1976,  and  other 
Information  available  to  Fl^  the  following 
plant  eqiUpment  and  facilities  at  Jay  1  and 
2  would  have  to  be  acquired  or  refurbished 
In  order  for  these  MFBTs  to  bum  coal  as 
their  primary  energy  source: 

1.  Unloaders. 

2.  Conveyors. 

S.  Crushers. 

4.  Pulverizers. 

5.  Feeders. 

6.  Scales. 

7.  Air  beaters. 

8.  Combustors. 

9.  Soot  blowers. 

10.  Special  Instrumentation  and  controls. 

It.  Ash  handling  and  ponding  equipment. 

O.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 

1974,  Jay  1  and  2  had  all  other  significant 
plant  equipment  and  facilities  associated 
with  the  burning  of  coal. 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  equipment  and  facilities  listed  In  para¬ 
graph  B,  above,  do  not  Individually  or  In 
combination  constitute  a  lack  of  capability 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  bum  coal, 
as  of  June  22,  1974. 

n.  THE  BVENINO  OF  COAL  IN  LIEV  OF  NATUBAL 

GAS  Oa  FETBOLEUIC  PBODXTCTS  U  FEACTICABLE 

AND  CONSISTENT  VTITB  TBE  FUEPOGE8  OF 

EBECA 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of 
coal  In  lieu  of  petroleum  products  or  natural 
gas  at  Jay  1  and  2  Is  practicable  and  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  This 
proposed  finding  Is  based  upon  an  analysis  by 
FEA  of  the  fuel  consumption  of  these  boilers 
for  the  period  1978-1976,  the  remaining  use¬ 
ful  aervlee  life  of  each  boiler  after  conversion, 
the  net  operating  cost  differential  that  would 
result  fixxn  compliance  with  a  Prohibition 


Order,  as  well  as  the  facts  and  Interpreta¬ 
tions  referenced  below: 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable.  1. 
Costs  associated  toith  burning  coal.  a.  Capi¬ 
tal  investment  costs.  The  total  estimated 
Initial  capital  Investment  costs.  Including 
financing  costs,  that  would  result  from  the 
acquisition  and  refurbishment  of  equipment 
and  facilities  associated  with  the  burning  of 
coal  at  Jay  1  and  2  have  been  determined. 

This  determination  was  based  on  existing 
FEA  Information  and  analysis  as  well  as  In¬ 
formation  filed  with  FEA  by  the  owner.  Ap¬ 
proximate  costs  to  comply  with  applicable 
eilvlronmental  protection  requirements  have 
also  been  considered.  Including  the  cost  of 
compliance  with  the  air  pollution  control  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance  costs. 
The  expected  increase  In  operating  and  main¬ 
tenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs,  that 
would  result  from  the  burning  of  coal  has 
been  calculated  based  on  Information  sup¬ 
plied  by  the  owner  or  otherwise  acquired  by 
FEA. 

c.  Fuel  costs.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  an¬ 
nual  fuel  consumption  and  fuel  cost  Infor¬ 
mation  supplied  by  the  owner  and/or.  In  ap¬ 
propriate  circumstances,  upon  FEA's  fuel 
cost  estimates,  FEA  has  determined  that  the 
burning  of  coal  In  lieu  of  natural  gas  or  pe¬ 
troleum  products  at  Jay  1  and  2  will  result 
In  a  decrease  In  annual  fuel  costs. 

d.  Net  operating  cost  differential.  Based  on 
the  facUNS  stated  In  paragriqihs  A.l.a-c., 
above,  as  well  as  the  expected  remaining  use¬ 
ful  life  of  the  boilers  after  aonverslon,  FEIA 
has  determined  that  the  net  annual  operat¬ 
ing  cost  differential  (which  represents  the 
difference  between  operating  the  boilers  with 
coal  and  alternate  fuel(B)  as  their  primary 
energy  source),  resoultlng  frmn  the  con¬ 
version  of  Jay  1  and  2  will  represent  an 
annual  cost  Increase  of  8712,138. 

2.  Reasonableness  of  costs  of  conversion. 
The  foregoing  analysis  of  the  costs  of  con¬ 
version  provided  the  basis  for  deciding 
whether  the  conversion  of  Jay  1  and  2  Is 
reasonable. 

As  a  result  of  conversion.  International  will 
Incur  additional  capital  Investment  costs.  In¬ 
cluding  financing  costs,  and  additional  an¬ 
nual  operating  and  maintenance  costs,  ex¬ 
clusive  of  fuel  costs,  but  will  experience  an 
annual  savings  In  Its  total  fuel  costs  for  the 
expected  remaining  useful  service  life  of  the 
boilers  after  conversion. 

Increased  costs  of  conversion  will  be  miti¬ 
gated  by  the  decrease  In  fuel  costs.  The  net 
result,  however,  srlll  be  an  Increase  In  the 
annual  cost  of  operating  the  boilers. 

'Hie  use  of  coal  at  Jay  1  and  2  will  result 
In  a  substantial  annual  savings  of  brurels  of 
oil  that  othersrlse  would  be  used  as  a  boiler 
fuel. 

Although  conversion  to  the  burning  of  coal 
srould  be  expected  to  increase  the  cost  of 
operating  at  Jay  1  and  2,  FEA  proposes  to 
find  that  such  Increased  cost  per  barrel  of 
oil  saved  Is  not  unreasonable.  This  deter- 
mlneratlon  Is  based  on  consideration  of  the 
substantial  savings  of  petroleum  products 
that  will  result  tnm  this  conversion.  The 
determination  that  the  costs  of  converting 


are  not  unreasonable  is  further  supported  by 
consideration  of  such  costs  In  relation  to 
the  expected  remaining  useful  life  of  the 
boilers  after  conversion,  the  size  and  re¬ 
sources  of  International  as  examined  In  the 
following  analysis  of  financial  capability,  the 
nature  of  the  expected  operation  of  these 
boilers,  and  potential  future  Increases  In  the 
fuel  cost  differential  In  favor  of  coal. 

S.  Financial  capability  of  the  owner,  a.  Re¬ 
covery  of  capital  investment.  FEA  proposes  to 
find  that  compliance  with  a  Prohibition 
Order  by  Jay  1  and  2  would  be  economically 
feasible.  FEA’s  analysis  took  Into  considera¬ 
tion  the  financial  capability  of  the  owner 
and  Is  based  upon  the  owner's  financial  posi¬ 
tion  as  reported  In  the  Dim  and  Bradstreet 
Reference  Book  (March  1977).  Where  neces¬ 
sary,  FEA  performed  an  Independent  analysis 
of  the  owner's  financial  capability,  consider¬ 
ing  such  factors  as  the  owner's  current  finan¬ 
cial  statement  and  the  additional  capital  In¬ 
vestment  required  for  the  owner  to  comply 
with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOTs  which  are 
currently  under  consideration,  as  well  as 
additional  capital  Investment  costs  related 
to  all  other  Notices  of  Intention,  to  date.  If 
any.  to  Issue  PnAUbltlon  or  Construction 
Orders,  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition 
or  Construction  Orders,  If  any.  Issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  2  (a)  and 
(e)  of  ESEX3A  to  MFBTs  owned  by  Interna¬ 
tional.  FEA  related  these  additional  capital 
Investment  costs  to  the  total  capitalization 
of  International  and  the  remaining  useful 
life  after  conversion  of  Jay  1  and  2. 

FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  the 
added  capital  Investment  costs  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financial 
capabilities  of  International  to  assume  such 
costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  The  total  estimated  annual  Increase 
In  costs  (amortized  Increased  coital  Invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs)  associated  with  the  bummg  of  coal  as 
opposed  to  oil  attributable  to  compliance 
with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s  which  are 
currently  under  consideration  has  been  de¬ 
termined.  FEA  also  took  Into  consideration 
total  aimual  costs  resulting  from  compliance 
with  all  other  Notices  of  Intention,  to  date. 
If  any,  to  Issue  PnAilbltlon  or  Construction 
Orders,  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition 
or  Construction  Orders,  If  any.  Issued  to  date 
under  the  authority  of  Section  2(a)  and  (c) 
of  ESECA  to  International  MFBTs. 

Notwithstanding  the  potential  offsetting 
value  of  fuel  cost  savings  attributable  to 
compliance  with  this  NOI,  and  all  other  NOI's 
currently  under  consideration,  Interna¬ 
tional's  total  annual  costs  after  conversion 
will  Increase  by  $783346. 

B.  Because  the  issuance  of  a  Prohibition 
Order  to  Jay  1  and  2  will  discourage  the  use  of 
natural  gas  or  petroleum  products  and  en¬ 
courage  the  Increased  use  of  coal.  FEA  pro¬ 
poses  to  conclude  that  this  action  would  be 
cmulstent  sdth  the  purpose  of  ESECA  to 
provide  a  means  to  assist  In  meeting  the  es¬ 
sential  needs  .of  the  United  States  for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analysis 
which  FEA  is  required  to  conduct  prior  to 
Issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity 
for  these  BCFBTs  to  comply  with  the  Clean 
Air  Act  and  other  applicable  environmental 
protection  requirements,  FEA  proposes  to 
conclude  that  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Jay  1 
and  2  would  be  consistent  wltl|  the  purpose 
of  ESECA  to  provide  for  a  means  to  assist 
In  meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the  United 
States  for  fuels  In  a  manner  which  Is  con¬ 
sistent.  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable,  with 
existing  national  commitments  to  protect 
and  Improve  the  environment. 
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NOTICES 


m.  COAL  AND  COAL  TEANSPORTATION  TACILITTES 

WILL  BE  AVAILABLE  TO  THESE  MTBl’S  DURING 

THE  PERIOD  UNTIL  DECEMBER  31,  1984 

A.  Coal  availabilitp.  1.  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  foreseeable  future.  U.S.  Department  of  the 
Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data  show 
a  demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of  over  400 
billion  tons,  over  half  of  which  is  currently 
technically  and  economically  recoverable 
(Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base  of  the 
United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  January  1. 
1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1976)  (hereafter 
“BOM  Survey")).  Within  these  recoverable 
reserves  approximately  200  billion  tons  con¬ 
tain  1  percent  or  less  sulfur  by  weight.  To  de¬ 
termine  when  certain  quantities  of  these  re¬ 
serves  are  expected  to  lie  available,  FEA  has 
examined  several  studies  referenced  herein, 
which  together  provide  the  best  current 
evidence  as  to  coal  availability  for  the  period 
ending  Deceml>er  31.  1984. 

2.  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand.  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncommitted 
planned  national  coal  production  (derived 
from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal  producing 
companies)  shows  that  there  should  be  suf¬ 
ficient  production  of  coal  to  meet  the  na¬ 
tional  demand  through  1980.  Beyond  1960, 
plans  for  new  production  are  not  yet  fully 
developed  because  few  coal  producers  have 
firm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far 
Into  the  future;  however,  the  projected  total 
planned  national  coal  production  for  1986 
already  meets  99  percent  of  the  total  UJ3. 
demand  expected  In  1986.  With  time,  more 
potential  mine  developments  will  become 
firm  plans,  thus  increasing  the  planned 
production. 

a.  National  coal  production.  It  Is  conserva¬ 
tively  estimated  that  It  will  be  practicable  to 
produce  coal  nationally  in  at  least  the  fol¬ 
lowing  quantities; 


Production 

potential 

Tear:  (million  tons) 

1977  _ _  732.  3 

1978  .  791.6 

1979  -  861.4 

1980  . . .  911.  7 

1981  _  960. 0 

1982  _  994.3 

1983  .  1.017.4 

1984  .  1,028.7 

1986  .  1,029.6 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA’s  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  This  study  demcmstrates  that  moat 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond  1980. 
The  1986  projection,  therefore,  tends  to  un¬ 
derestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  study.  Coal  Availability  Report, 
April  1977  (hereafter  "Availability  Report”), 
indicates  current  plans  for  nationwide  pro¬ 
duction  of  uncommitted  coal  as  follows: 


Tear: 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 
1986 
1986 


Production 
(million  tons) 

. .  124.8 

_  243. 1 

.  293.3 

_  860.0 

. .  369.9 

.  396.2 

-  476.6 

.  476.6 

.  644.9 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  BSBCA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estisuted  na¬ 
tional  demand,  excluding  any  Increased  de¬ 
mand  resulting  from  FEIA  action  under  the 


authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA,  is  as  fol¬ 
lows  (FEA  1976  National  Energy  Outlook) : 


Year: 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 
1986 


Demand 
(million  tons) 

. .  730 

.  764 

.  799 

_  842 

.  887 

.  935 

.  985 

. 1,040 


c.  National  BSBCA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  frcnn  this  NOT,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohibition 
Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding 
Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under  au¬ 
thority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  is  no  more 
than  the  following  ("Availability  Report”) : 


Tear: 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


Demand 
(million  tons) 

.  11.0 

.  22. 4 

.  32. 6 

.  36. 8 

.  67. 4 

.  69. 8 

.  69. 8 


3.  Characteristic  coal  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  FEA’s  "Availability  Report”  identifies 
coal  of  specific  quality  characteristics  avail¬ 
able  for  use  at  these  MFBI's.  'The  survey  is 
based  on  data  from  31  mining  comuanies 
that  supplied  useful  information  on  96  min¬ 
ing  units.  Responses  from  these  companies 
identified  planned  production  of  coal  which 
is  not  now  committed  to  a  specific  buyer. 
For  those  companies  which  did  not  respond 
to  the  survey,  FEA  estimated  their  uncom¬ 
mitted  planned  production  based  on  their 
1974  production. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for 
these  MFBVs.  FEA’s  "Availability  Report” 
has  determined  that  boilers  of  the  type  used 
at  Jay  1  and  2  will  be  able  to  bum  coal  of 
the  following  characteristics  and  comply 
with  all  apppilcable  air  pollution  control 
requirements. 


Btu’s/lb  . » 10, 000 

Moisture  (percent) _  *  15 

Ash  (percent) _  *20 

Volatile  (percent) _  *16 

Ash  softening  temp.  (“F) -  *2, 200 

Sulfur  (approximately) -  *2.6 


*  Minimum. 

*  Maximum. 

b.  Characteristid  coal  demand  from  these 
MFBI’s.  ’The  potential  demand  fw  coal,  of 
the  type  described  above,  which  would  re¬ 
sult  from  this  NOI  is  estimated  to  be  as 
follows: 

Demand 

(thousand 


Tear:  tons) 

1080  and  thereafter _  172 


c.  National  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  coal.  FEA’s  "Availability  Report”  has 
determined  that  coal  of  the  type  described 
in  paragr^h  A.3jl,  above,  is  uncommitted  to 
a  specific  buyer  and  will  be  potentially  avail¬ 
able  to  these  MFBI’s  in  a  nationwide  mar¬ 
ket  as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1978 . 124,  300 

1079 .  243, 100 

1980  .  293,  800 

1981  _ _ _ 360,  000 

1062 .  869,900 

1988 _  396,  200 

1084 .  476,  600 


d.  National  BSBCA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 


’The  national  planned  production  of  char¬ 
acteristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.3.C., 
exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal  regard¬ 
less  of  characteristic  expected  from  this  NOI, 
from  all  other  Notices  ot  Intention  to  issue 
Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 
National  ESECA  Prohibition  Order  demand 
as  previously  stated  in  paragraph  A.2.C., 
above,  is  no  more  than  the  following  ("Avail¬ 
ability  Report”) : 


Demand 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  - _ 11,032 

1979  _  22,  434 

1980  . 32,483 

1981  . . - . .  86,766 

1982  . 67,362 

1983  . . . . . . 69,816 

1984  . - . . . 69,815 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  Coal  with  the  characteristics  de¬ 
scribed  in  paragraph  A.3.a.,  above,  is  uncom¬ 
mitted  and  will  be  potentially  available  to 
these  MFBI’s  (in  a  probable  regional  supply/ 
demand  relationship  related  to  the  location 
of  these  MFBI’s)  from  BON  Districts  1 
through  6  as  follows  ("Availability  Re¬ 


port”)  : 

Production 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  _ 23,998 

1979  .  60,226 

1980  .  69,638 

1981  .  70,626 

1982  .  74,364 

1983  .  79,264 

1984  .  96,626 


f.  Regional  BSBCA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristic. 
TTie  expected  regional  production  of  char¬ 
acteristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A8.e.. 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  frc«n  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  1  through  6  expected  to  result  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
Issue  ProhiblUon  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA.  ’This  potential  regional  demand  Is 
estimated  in  TTlA’s  “Availability  Report”  to 
be  no  more  than  the  following: 


Demand 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  . 2,090 

1979  — . 4,268 

1980  .  6,604 

1981  . . .  7, 369 

1982  . 17l258 

1983  .  19,298 

1984  . - .  19,298 


g.  Regional  BSBCA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  by  sulfur  characteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  for  coal  from 
BOM  Districts  1  through  6  with  a  2.21-8.61 
percent  sulfur  content  (which  includes  the 
2.6  percent  maximum  sulfur  content  de¬ 
scribed  in  paragraph  A.3.a.,  above)  resulting 
from  this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Ih- 
tentlon  to  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date 
and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders 
Issued  to  date  under  authority  of  Section  2 
(a)  of  ESBCA  is  estimated  in  FEA’s  "Avail¬ 
ability  Report”  to  be  no  more  than  the 
following: 

Demand 
(thousand  tons) 
percent  sulfur 

Tear:  2.22-2.$! 


1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


176 

566 

966 

966 

966 

8,006 

3,006 
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The  regional  planned  production  of  coal 
stated  In  paragraph  AJSjb.,  above,  with  the 
charactedstlcs  described  In  paragraph  AJa., 
above,  far  exceeds  this  potential  ESBCA  re* 
glonal  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur  charac* 
terlstlc. 

4.  State  or  local  latc$.  RA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  pollclea  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utUlaatlon  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  flgiirea,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA's  attention. 

5.  Conclusion.  FEA’s  "Availability  Beport" 
has  Identified  nationally  and  in  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  1  through  6  imoonunltted  coal  produc¬ 
tion  that  meets  the  requirements  of  Jay  1 
and  2  as  described  In  paragraph  A.3a.,  above. 
FEA  ptt^Mses  to  find  that  this  uncommitted 
coal  exists  in  amounts  sufficient  in  any  year 
to  meet  the  estimated  additional  demand  for 
coal,  both  nationally  and  from  these  Dis¬ 
tricts,  resulting  from  this  NOl,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition  Or¬ 
ders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under  author¬ 
ity  of  Section  2(a)  of  BSECA. 

Coal  for  these  MFBFs  will  probably  be 
bought  from  producers  according  to  regional 
supply/demand  relationships  related  to  the 
MFBI’s  location  from  BOM  Districts  1 
through  6.  FEA  observes,  however,  that  the 
MFBI’s  could  purchase  coal  In  other  markets 
as  such  production  becomes  available.  (’The 
Feasibility  of  Considering  Expanded  Use  of 
Western  Coal  by  Midwestern  and  Eastern 
Utilities  In  the  Period  1278  and  Beyond, 
School  of  Engineering,  University  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  November  7, 1975.) 

B.  Coal  transportation. — 1.  Location  of 
MFBFs  and  coal  supply.  Based  on  an  FEA 
study.  Coal  ’Transportation  Availability  Re¬ 
port,  April  1977  (hereafter  "Transportation 
Availability  Report”),  coal  for  Jay  1  and  2 
would  probably  coma  from  BOM  District  1 
as  the  primary  source  of  supply  and  firom 
BOM  District  2  as  the  alternate  supply  area. 
While  these  supply  regions  are  the  nearest 
available  sources  able  to  supply  complying 
coal  to  Jay  1  and  2,  complying  coal  could  be 
transferred  by  rail  from  other  identified 
sources  within  the  United  States  as  well.  The 
analysis  of  transportation  availability  Is 
based  on  the  most  likely  route  as  well  as  two 
alternate  routes.  ’These  routes  were  chosen 
to  demonstrate  transportation  availability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  The  primary 
route  for  coal  delivery  tor  Jay  1  and  2  Is  to 
originate  coal  In  the  Altoona,  Pennsylvania 
region  In  BOM  District  1  on  the  Consolidated 
Railroad  Corporation  (ConRall).  ConRall 
would  move  It  to  Boston,  Massachusetts, 
where  the  Boston  and  Maine  would  pick  It 
up  and  move  It  to  Portland,  Maine.  The 
Maine  Central  would  then  deliver  the  coal  to 
Jay  1  and  2.  The  total  rail  distance  Is  about 
720  miles. 

The  alternate  route  from  the  primary  sup¬ 
ply  area  orlgnates  coal  from  BOM  District 
1  on  Conrall  to  their  docks  at  Ashtabula 
Harbor,  Ohio  where  it  would  be  loaded  on 
self-propelled  carriers  or  barges  and  carried 
to  unloading  docks  In  Montreal,  Canada. 
The  Canadian  National  and  Grand  Tlrunk 
Railway  would  move  It  to  Danville  Junctlm, 
Maine  where  the  Mains  Central  would  pick 
UD  the  coal  and  deliver  It  to  Jay  1  and  2. 
The  total  rail  distance  Is  about  480  miles 
with  a  water  leg  of  about  600  miles. 

An  alternate  route  from  the  alternate  sup¬ 
ply  area  would  orlgnate  coal  In  Washlngt^ 
and  Greene  Counties,  Pennsylvania,  In  BOM 
District  2  from  mines  served  by  Conrall 
which  would  move  It  via  Pittsburgh,  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  and  Buffalo,  New  Tork,  to  Worces¬ 
ter,  Massachusetts.  The  Boston  and  Maine 
would  then  move  the  coal  via  Lowell 
and  Haverhill,  Massachusetts,  to  Portland, 
Maine.  The  Mains  Central  Railroad  would 
deliver  It  to  Jay  1  and  2.  The  total  rail  dis¬ 
tance  Is  about  976  mllea. 


3.  Oriffinatiny  trunk  carrier.  ConRall,  the 
originating  carrier  of  coal  from  both  the 
primary  and  alternate  sources  for  Jay  1  and 
2  has  approximately  47,000  hopper  cars  In 
service  srtth  an  active  repair  and  replace¬ 
ment  program.  Using  an  average  number  of 
20  deliveries  per  year  per  79  ton  car,  ConRall 
may  require  as  many  as  127  additional  cars 
to  handle  the  Increased  demand  from  Jay  1 
and  2.  This  estimate  assumes  that  the  rail¬ 
road  would  neither  have  excess  originating 
capacity  nor  obtain  cars  from  other  carries 
In  the  originating  vicinity.  Their  capacity  to 
build  new  hopper  cars  In  their  own  shops 
exceeds  6,000  per  year,  and  they  anticipate 
no  significant  constraints  In  adding  adequate 
capacity  for  all  foreseeable  demands. 

FEA's  “Transportation  Availability  Re¬ 
port”  concluded  that  for  all  potential  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  candidates  studied,  there 
would  be  no  major  constraints  In  transport¬ 
ing  coal.  This  study  examined  existing  rail 
transportation  car  capacity,  water  tranq;>or- 
tatlon  ciq>aclty.  Including  unloading  docks, 
where  applicable,  and  took  Into  account 


These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed 
by  FEA,  are  based  on  the  Information  that 
has  been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA 
prior  to  the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  In¬ 
tention  (NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Fraser  Paper  Ltd.  shall  be  referred  to  as 
the  “owner”  and  as  "Praner  Paper”.  Mada- 
waska  Units  6  and  7  shall  be  referred  to  as 
the  “MFBI’s”  and  as  “Madawaska  6  and  7”. 

I.  CAPASnJTT  AND  NXCXSSAST  PLANT  SqumiAXNT 

TO  BTTXN  COAL 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22,  1974, 
Madawaska  6  and  7  had  the  capability  and 
necessary  plant  equipment  to  bum  coal., This 
proposed  finding  Is  based  on  the  facts*  and 
Int^retatlons  stated  below: 

A.  Fraser  Paper,  In  a  Major  Fuel  Burning 
Installation  Coal  Conversion  Report,  Section 
n.  Questions  6,  and  12-14,  (Form  FEA  C- 
602-B-0),  filed  on  March  31,  1975,  Indicated 
that  each  MFBI  had  In  place  on  June  22, 
1974,  a  boiler  that  was  capable  of  burning 
coal.  The  boilers  had  been  designed  and  con¬ 
structed  or  modified  to  bum  coal  as  their 
primary  energy  somrce,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  on  J\me  22,  1974,  the  MFBI’s  may 
not  have  been  burning  coal  as  their  primary 
energy  source. 

B.  Based  on  Information  Fraser  Paper  filed 
wMh  FEA  dated  July  23,  1976,  and  other  In¬ 
formation  available  to  FEA,  the  following 
plant  equipment  and  facilities  at  Madawaska 
6  and  7  would  have  to  be  acquired  or  refur¬ 
bished  in  order  for  these  MFBI’s  to  bum 
coal  as  their  primary  energy  source:  1.  Com- 
busUm;  2.  Sooit  blowers;  3.  Unloaders;  4. 
Conveyors;  8.  Crushers;  6.  Pulverisers;  7. 
Scales;  8.  Feeders;  9.  ^>eclal  Instrumentation 
and  controls;  10.  Ash  handling  and  ponding; 

II.  Additional  storage  i»operty:  12.  Bxmkers; 
13.  Building. 

C.  RA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 
1974,  Madawaska  6  and  7  had  aU  other  sig¬ 
nificant  plant  equipment  and  facilities  asso¬ 
ciated  with  the  burning  of  coal. 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ZSECA  and  the 
reg\Uatlons  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  equipment  and  facilities  listed  In  para- 


projectlons  made  by  all  carriers  to  meet  the 
anticipated  demand  for  all  types  of  trans¬ 
portation  facUlUee  assuming  all  MFBI’s 
studied  were  to  receive  orders  under  section 
2(a)  of  ESBCA.  FEA  has  not  found  nor  has 
It  been  Informed  of  any  apparent  constraints 
to  carrying  coal  for  any  alternate  or  Inter¬ 
mediate  carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  MFBFs  facilities. 
Freight  service  to  Jay  1  and  2  Is  provided  by 
the  Maine  Central  as  Illustrated  above.  Jay 
1  and  2  have  Indicated  that  coal  receiving, 
storage,  and  handling  equipment  would  need 
to  be  Installed.  It  Is  expected  that  these  in¬ 
stallations  can  be  accomplished  prior  to  the 
effective  date  for  coal  burning. 

There  are  no  other  obstacles  to  the  delivery 
of  coal  to  Jay  1  and  2. 

5.  Conclusion.  Goal  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  Is  eq>ected  to  be  In  effect  since  no 
major  constraints  to  coal  delivery  over  the 
primary  route  to  Jay  1  and  2  presently  ex¬ 
ist,  and  alternate  routes  are  available. 


Msine. 


graph  B,  above,  do  not  Individually  or  In 
combination  constitute  a  lack  of  capability 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coal 
as  of  June  22,  1974. 

n.  THX  BUBNINO  OF  COAL  IN  LIXU  OF  NATUBAL 

GAS  OB  PKTBOLXXTM  FBODUCTS  IS  FBACTICABLX 

AND  CONSISTXNT  WITH  THB  FUBPOSKS  OF 

nSECA. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of 
coal  In  lieu  of  petroleum  products  or  natural 
gas  at  Madawaska  6  and  7  Is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESBCA.  This 
proposed  finding  Is  based  upon  an  analysis 
by  FEA  of  the  fuel  omsumption  of  these 
boilers  for  the  period  1973-1977,  the  remain¬ 
ing  usMul  service  life  ot  each  boiler  after 
conversion,  the  not  operating  cost  differential 
that  vrould  result  from  compliance  with  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  facts  and 
Interpretations  referenced  below: 

A.  The  burning  of  cool  is  practicable. — 
1.  Costs  associated  toith  burning  coal. 

a.  Capital  investment  costs.  The  total  esti¬ 
mated  Initial  capital  Investment  costs.  In¬ 
cluding  financial  costs,  that  would  result 
from  the  acquisition  and  refurbishment  of 
equipment  and  facilities  associated  with  the 
burning  of  coal  at  Madawaska  6  and  7  have 
been  determined. 

This  determination  was  based  on  existing 
FEA  information  and  analysis  as  well  as  In¬ 
formation  filed  erith  FEA  by  the  owner.  Ap¬ 
proximate  costs  to  comply  with  appllcahle 
environmental  protection  requirements  have 
s.iT>  been  considered.  Including  the  cost  of 
oompUance  with  the  air  pollution  control 
requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  The  expected  Increase  in  operating 
and  maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs,  that  would  result  from  the  burning  of 
coal  has  been  calculated  based  on  Informa- 
tlon  supplied  by  the  owner  or  otherwise  ac¬ 
quired  by  FEA. 

c.  Fuel  cosU.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  an¬ 
nual  fuel  consumption  and  fuel  cost  Infor- 
matl<m  supplied  by  the  owner  and/or.  In 
appropriate  circumstances,  upon  FEA’s  fuel 
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BSECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  Issuing  a 
ProhlblUon  Order  to  a  major  fuel  burning  InstallaUon  (MFBI).  FEA’s  proposed  findings  are 
set  out  below  with  respect  to  the  MFBI’s  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions 


are  also  set  forth. 

Docket  No.  Owner 

Installation 

Unit  No. 

Location 

OCU-1888  Fraser  Paper  Ltd . 

.  Madawaska  MIU. . 

8,7 

Madawaska. 

24492 
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cost  estimates,  FEA  has  determined  that  the 
burning  of  coal  In  lieu  of  natural  gas  or  pe¬ 
troleum  products  at  Madawasha  6  and  7  will 
resiilt  In  a  decrease  In  anniud  fuel  costs. 

d.  Net  operating  cott  differential.  Bas^ 
on  the  factors  stated  In  paragraphs  A.I.  a.-c., 
above,  as  well  as  the  expected  remaining  use¬ 
ful  life  of  the  hollers  after  conversion,  FEA 
has  determined  that  the  net  annual  operat¬ 
ing  cost  differential  (which  represents  the 
difference  between  operating  the  boilers  with 
coal  and  alternate  fuel(s)  as  their  primary 
energy  source) ,  resulting  from  the  conversion 
of  Madawaska  6  and  7  will  represent  an  an¬ 
nual  savings. 

2.  Reasonableness  of  costs  of  conversion. 
The  foregoing  analjrsls  of  the  costs  of  conver¬ 
sion  provided  the  basis  for  deciding  whether 
the  conversion  of  Madawaska  6  and  7  Is  rea¬ 
sonable. 

As  a  result  of  conversion,  Fraser  Paper  will 
Inciu*  addltlonsd  capital  Investment  costs. 
Including  financing  costs,  and  additional  an¬ 
nual  operating  and  maintenance  costs,  ex¬ 
clusive  of  fuel  costs,  but  will  experience  an 
annual  savings  In  Its  total  fuel  costs  for  the 
expected  remaining  useful  service  life  of  the 
boilers  after  conversion. 

Since  all  Increased  costs  of  conversion 
will  be  offset  by  the  decrease  In  fuel  costs, 
an  average  net  decrease  In  the  annual 
cost  of  operation  ci  the  boilers  should  re¬ 
sult. 

The  use  of  coal  at  Madawaska  6  and  7 
will  result  in  a  substantial  annual  savings 
of  Imrrels  of  oil  that  otherwise  would  be 
used  as  a  boiler  fuel. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that,  since  the  in¬ 
crease  In  capital  Investment  costs  and  oper¬ 
ating  and  maintenance  costs  at  Madawaska 
6  and  7  are  totally  crffset  by  the  current  fuel 
cost  differential  between  oil  and  coal  burn¬ 
ing  at  Madawaska  6  and  7,  and  potential 
future  increases  In  the  fuel  cost  differential, 
m  favor  of  coal,  the  additional  costs  as¬ 
sociated  with  burning  coal  are  reasonable. 

3.  Financial  capability  of  the  owner. —  a. 
Recovery  of  cavltal  investment.  FEA  pro- 
Doses  to  find  that  compliance  with  a  Prohi¬ 
bition  Order  by  Madawaska  6  and  7  would 
be  economically  feasible.  PEA'S  analysis  took 
Into  consideration  the  financial  capability 
of  the  owner  and  is  based  upon  the  owner’s 
financial  position  as  reported  In  the  Dun 
and  Bradstreet  Reference  Booh  (March 
1977). 

Where  necessary.  FEA  performed  an  Inde¬ 
pendent  analysis  of  the  owner's  financial 
capability,  considering  such  factors  as  the 
owner’s  cxurent  financial  statement  and  the 
additional  capital  Investment  reoulred  for 
the  owner  to  comply  with  this  NDI  and  all 
other  NOI’s  which  are  currently  under  con¬ 
sideration,  as  well  as  additional  capital  In¬ 
vestment  costs  related  to  all  other  Notices  of 
Intention,  to  date.  If  any,  to  Issue  Prohibi¬ 
tion  or  Construction  Orders,  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  or  Construction  Or¬ 
ders,  If  any.  issued  to  date  under  authority 
of  Section  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  MFBI’s 
owned  by  Fraser  Paper.  FEA  related  these  ad¬ 
ditional  capital  Investment  costs  to  the  total 
capitalization  of  Fraser  Paper  and  the  re¬ 
maining  useful  life  after  conversion  of 
Madawaska  6  and  7. 

FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  the 
added  capital  Investment  costs  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financial 
capabilities  of  Fraser  Paper  to  assume  such 
costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  toith  con¬ 
version.  The  total  estimated  annual  Increase 
In  costs  (amortized  Increased  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  costs  exclusive  of  fuel  coats) 
associated  with  the  biumlng  of  coal  as  op¬ 


posed  to  oil  attributable  to  compliance  with 
this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s  which  are  ctir- 
rently  under  consideration  has  been  deter¬ 
mined.  FEA  also  took  into  consideration 
total  annusd  costs  resulting  from  compliance 
with  all  other  NoUces  of  Intention,  to  date. 
If  imy  to  issue  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Orders,  and  from  all  outstanding  Prtdilbitlon 
or  Construction  Orders,  If  any.  Issued  to  date 
imder  authority  of  Section  2(a)  and  (c)  of 
ESECA  to  Fraser  Paper  MPBI’s. 

However,  due  to  the  potential  offsetting 
value  of  fuel  cost  savings  attributable  to 
compliance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI's 
currently  under  consideration,  Fraser  Pier’s 
total  annual  costs  after  conversion  should 
decrease. 

B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA. 
Because  the  issuance  of  a  Prohibition  Order 
to  Madawaska  6  and  7  will  discourage  the 
use  of  natural  gas  or  petroleum  products 
and  encourage  the  Increased  use  of  coal,  FEA 
proposes  to  conclude  that  this  action  would 
be  consistent  with  the  piupoee  of  ESECA  to 
provide  a  means  to  assist  In  meeting  the  es¬ 
sential  needs  of  the  United  States  for  fuels. 

Oa  the  basis  of  the  environmental 
analysis  which  FEA  Is  required  to  con¬ 
duct  prior  to  Issuance  of  a  Notice  of 
Effectiveness  of  a  Prohibition  Order,  as  well 
as  the  necessity  for  these  MFBI’s  to  comply 
with  the  Clean  Air  Act  and  other  applicable 
environmental  protection  requirements,  FEA 
proposes  to  conclude  that  a  Prohibition  Or¬ 
der  to  Madawaska  8  and  7  would  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  purpose  of  ESECA  to  provide 
far  a  means  to  assist  In  meeting  the  essential 
needs  of  the  United  States  for  fuels  In  a 
manner  which  Is  consistent,  to  the  fullest 
extent  practicable,  with  existing  national 
commitments  to  protect  and  Improve  the 
environment. 

m.  COAL  AlfD  COAL  nUHSPOETATION  FACILITIES 

WILL  BE  AVAILABLE  TO  THESE  Mm’S  DUEING 

THE  PEBIOD  UNTIL  DBCEMBOt  Sl,  I»B4 

A.  Coal  availability. — 1.  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  foreseeable  future.  UB.  Department  of 
the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data 
show  a  demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of  over 
400  billion  tons,  over  half  of  which  Is  cur¬ 
rently  technically  and  economically  recover¬ 
able  {Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base  of  the 
United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on  Jan¬ 
uary  1.  1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1975) 
(hereafter  "BOM  Survey”) ) .  Within  these  re¬ 
coverable  reserves  approximately  200  billion 
tons  contain  1  percent  or  less  sulfur  by 
weight.  TO  determine  when  certain  quantities 
of  these  reserves  are  expected  to  be  avail¬ 
able.  FEA  has  examined  several  studies  ref¬ 
erenced  herein,  which  together  provide  the 
best  current  evidence  as  to  coal  availability 
for  the  period  ending  December  31. 1984. 

2.  N^’Honal  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncommitted 
planned  national  coal  production  (derived 
from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal  producing 
companies)  shows  that  there  should  be  suf¬ 
ficient  production  of  coal  to  meet  the  total 
national  demand  through  1980.  Bevond  1980. 
plans  for  new  production  are  not  yet  fully 
developed  because  few  coal  producers  have 
firm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far 
into  the  future:  however,  the  protected  total 
planned  national  coal  production  for  1985 
already  meets  99  percent  of  the  total  UB. 
demand  expected  In  1985.  With  time,  more 
potential  mine  developments  will  become 
firm  plans,  thus  increasing  the  planned 
production. 


a.  National  coal  production.  It  Is  conser¬ 
vatively  estimated  that  It  will  be  pracUcable 
to  produce  coal  nationally  in  at  least  the 
following  quantities: 

Production 

potential 


r-  (tntmon  tons) 

1977  .  732.3 

1978  .  791.  e 

1979  .  851.4 

1980  .  911.7 

1981  .  960.0 

1982  . . .  994.  3 

1983  .  1,017.4 

1984  .  1,028.7 

1985  .  1,029.6 


rhe  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA’s  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond  1980. 
The  1985  projection,  therefore,  tends  to  un¬ 
derestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  study.  Coal  Availabllitv  Report. 
April  1977  (hereafter  ’’Availability  He- 
port”),  Indicates  current  plans  for  nation¬ 
wide  production  of  uncommitted  coal  as 


follows ; 

Production 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1978  .  124.3 

1979  . 243.1 

1980  .  243.3 

1981  .  350.0 

1982  . 369.9 

1983  .  396.2 

1984  .  475.5 

1985  .  544.9 


(b)  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
vrohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated  na¬ 
tional  demand,  excluding  any  Increased  de¬ 
mand  resulting  from  FEA  action  under  the 
authority  of  Section  3(a)  of  ESBOA.  is  as 
follows  (FEA  1976  National  imergy  Out¬ 


look)  : 

Demand 

Tear:  (million  toiu) 

1978  .  730 

1979  .  764 

1980  .  799 

1981  . - .  842 

1982  _ 887 

1983  . — .  835 

1984  . - .  985 

1985  . 1.040 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohibition 
Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under  author¬ 
ity  of  Section  3(a)  of  ESECA  Is  no  more  than 
the  following  ("Availability  Report”) : 


Tear: 


Demand 
(million  tons) 


1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


11.0 

33.4 

33.5 

35.8 
67.4 

59.8 

59.8 


3.  Characteristic  coal  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  FEA’s  “AvallablUty  Report”  Identi¬ 
fies  coal  of  specific  quality  characteristics 
available  for  use  at  these  Mrul’s.  The  sur¬ 
vey  is  based  cm  data  from  31  mining  com¬ 
panies  that  supplied  useful  Information  on 
96  nnining  units.  Responses  from  these  com¬ 
panies  Identified  planned  production  of  coal 
which  Is  not  now  committed  to  a  specific 
buyer.  For  those  companies  which  did  not 
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respond  to  the  sunrejr,  FSA  estimated  their 
uncommitted  planned  production  t>ased  on 
their  1974  production. 

a.  CharacterUtie  coal  requirements  for 
these  MFBVs.  FEA'a  "AvallabUlty  Report” 
has  determined  that  hollers  of  the  type  used 
at  Madawasha  8  and  7  will  be  able  to  bum 
coal  of  the  following  characteristics  and  com* 
ply  with  all  applicable  air  p(^utlon  control 
requirements. 


BTU)B/lb . *  10. 000 

Moisture  (percent) _ »16 

Ash  (percent) _  »20 

Volatile  (percent) _  *  16 

Ash  softening  temp.  ( *F) _  ‘2,  200 

Sulfur  (approximately)  (percent)..  *2.5 


*  Minimum. 

*  Mazlmiun. 


b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  these 
MFBVs.  The  potential  demand  for  coal,  of 
the  type  described  above,  which  would  re* 
suit  from  this  NOI  Is  estimated  to  be  as 
follows: 

Demand 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  and  thereafter _ 176 

c.  National  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  FEA's  “Availability  Report”  has 
determined  that  coal  of  the  tyi>e  described  In 
paragraph  A.3n.,  above,  Is  uncommitted  to 
a  specific  buyer  and  will  be  potentially  avail* 
able  to  these  MFBI's  in  a  nationwide  market 
as  follows: 


Production 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  .  124, 300 

1979  . .• .  243, 100 

1980  293,300 

1981  350,000 

1982  389,900 

1983  398,200 

1984  476,500 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 
The  national  planned  production  of  cbarac* 
teiistlc  coal,  as  stated  In  paragr^h  A.8.C., 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  expected  from 
this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Inten* 
tlon  to  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and 
from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Is* 
sued  to  date  under  authority  of  Section 
2  (a)  of  ESECA.  National  ESECA  Prohibition 
Order  demand  as  previously  stated  In  para¬ 
graph  A.2jC.,  above.  Is  no  more  thsm  the 
following  (“Avallablll^  Report”) : 


Tear: 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


>  Demand 
{tnousand  tons) 

. .  11,032 

.  22,434 

.  32,483 

.  36,766 

.  67.382 

. 69.816 

. 69,816 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  coal.  Goal  with  the  characteristics 
described  In  paragraph  AJa..  above.  Is  un¬ 
committed  and  will  be  potentially  available 
to  these  MFBI's  (In  a  probable  regional  sup¬ 
ply/demand  relationship  related  to  the  loca¬ 
tion  of  these  MFBI’s)  from  B(M4  Districts 
1  through  8  as  follows  ("Availability  Re¬ 


port”)  : 

Production 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  .  23,998 

1979  . 60,328 

1980  .  69,688 

1981  _  70,828 

1982  _  74.884 

1988  -  79.264 

1984  . . ■ _  96,586 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order 
demand  for  coal,  regardless  of  character¬ 
istic.  The  expected  regional  production  of 
characteristic  coal,  as  stated  In  paragraph 
A.3a.,  above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand 
for  coal  regardless  of  characteristic  from 
BOM  Districts  1  through  8  expected  to  result 
from  this  NOI.  from  all  other  Notices  of 
Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to 
date  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition 
Orders  Issued  to  date  under  authority  of 
Section  9(a)  of  ESECA.  This  potential  re¬ 
gional  demand  Is  estimated  In  FEA’s 
"Availability  Report"  to  be  no  more  than 
the  following: 


Demand 

Tear.  {thousand  tons) 

1978  .  2, 090 

1979  .  4. 368 

1980  . 6.504 

1981  .  7. 369 

1982  .  17,268 

1983  _ 19,298 

1984  .  19,298 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  cord  by  sulfur  characteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  for  coal  from 
BOM  Districts  1  through  6  with  3.31-3.61 
percent  sulfur  content  (which  Includes  the 
3.6  percent  maximum  sulfur  content  de¬ 
scribed  In  paragraph  A.3a..  above)  resulting 
from  this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  In¬ 
tention  to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date 
and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders 
Issued  to  date  under  authority  of  Section  2 
(a)  of  ESECA  is  estimated  In  FEA’s  "Avail¬ 
ability  Report"  to  be  no  more  than  the  fol¬ 
lowing: 

Demand  (thousand  tons). 


percent  sulfur 

Tear:  2J1-2.SI 

1978  .  176 

1979  .  565 

1980  . 966 

1981  .  966 

1982  .  966 

1983  . 3,006 

1984  . 8,008 

’The  regional  planned  production  of  coal 


stated  In  paragraph  A8.e..  above,  with  the 
characteiisUcs  described  In  paragraph  A.3J1., 
above,  far  exceeds  this  potential  ESECA  re¬ 
gional  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur  characteris¬ 
tic. 

4.  State  or  local  laws.  RA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  pr  policies  limiting  the  ex¬ 
traction  or  utilization  of  coal  thait  would  ad¬ 
versely  affect  these  inoductlon  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA’s  attention. 

6.  Conclusion.  FEA’s  "Availability  Report” 
has  Identified  nationally  and  in  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  1  through  8  uncommitted  coal  pro- 
ductl(»i  that  meets  the  requirements  of 
Madawaska  6  and  7  as  described  In  paragraph 
AAa.,  above.  FSA  proposes  to  find  that  this 
uncommitted  coal  exists  In  amounts  suffi¬ 
cient  In  any  year  to  meet  the  estimated  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  both  nationally  and  from 
these  Districts,  resulting  from  this  NOI.  from 
all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  aU  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  3(a)  of  ESECA. 

Ooal  for  these  MFBI’s  wiU  probably  be 
brought  from  producers  according  to  re¬ 
gional  supply/demand  relationships  related 
to  the  MFBI’s  location  from  B<Mf  Districts 
1  through  6.  FSA  observes,  however,  that  the 
MFBI’s  could  purchase  ooal  in  other  mar- 
kete  as  such  production  becomes  available. 
(The  Feastbillty  of  Oonsldsring  Expanded 
Dae  of  Western  Ooal  by  Midwestern  and 
Eastern  DtlUtlss  in  the  Period  1978  and  be¬ 
yond.  School  of  Engineering,  University  of 
PennsylvanlSk  November  7.  19TO.) 


B.  Coal  transportation.— I .  Location  of 
MFBVs  and  coal  supply.  Based  on  an  RA 
study.  Coal  ’TranspOTtatlon  Availability  Re¬ 
port.  April  1977  (hereafter  "Tranqx>rtatlon 
Availability  Report”),  coal  for  Madawaska  8 
and  7  would  probably  come  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
trict  1  as  the  primary  supply  area  and  from 
BOM  District  2  as  the  alternate  supply  area. 
While  these  supply  regions  are  the  nearest 
available  sources  able  to  supply  complying 
poal  to  the  plant,  complying  ooal  could  be 
transferred  by  rail  from  other  Identified 
sources  within  the  United  States  as  well.  ’The 
analysis  of  transportation  availability  Is 
based  on  the  most  likely  route  as  well  as 
two  alternate  routes.  These  routes  were 
chosen  to  demonstrate  transportation  avail¬ 
ability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  The  primary 
route  for  coal  delivery  for  Mfulawaska  8  and 

7  is  to  originate  ooal  In  BOM  Dlstrlot  1  In  the 
Altoona,  Pennsylvania  region  on  Consoli¬ 
dated  Railroad  Corporation  (Conrall)  which 
would  move  It  to  Boston.  Massachusetts. 
The  Boston  and  Maine  Railroad  would  pick 
It  up  and  move  It  to  Portland.  Maine.  From 
Portland,  the  Bfalne  Central  would  move  the 
coal  via  Augusta  to  Bangor  and  then  the 
Bangor  and  Aroostook  Railroad  would  pick 
It  up  and  deliver  It  to  Madawaska  8  and  7. 
The  total  rail  distance  is  aboist  1.015  miles. 

The  alternate  route  from  the  prlnoary  sup¬ 
ply  area  would  originate  coal  on  Conrall  to 
its  docks  at  Ashtabula  Harbor,  Ohio.  Self- 
propelled  carriers  or  barges  would  move  it 
through  the  Welland  Canal,  Lake  Ontario 
and  the  St.  Lawrence  River  to  coal  docks  at 
Quebec.  Canswia.  The  Canadian  National 
Railroad  would  then  nu>ve  the  coal  to  St.' 
Leonard.  New  Brimswlck  and  the  Bangor 
and  Aroostook  would  deliver  It  to  Madawaska 

8  and  7.  The  total  rail  distance  is  about  4<X) 
miles,  with  a  water  leg  of  about  800  miles. 

As  an  alternate  route  from  an  alternate 
source,  coal  would  originate  In  Greene  and 
Washington  Counties.  Pennsylvania  In  BOM 
Dlstrlot  2  and  be  moved  by  Conrall  via  Pitts¬ 
burgh,  Pennsylmnla,  and  Buffalo,  New  Tork, 
to  Worcester.  Maaaachviaetts.  The  Boston 
and  Maine  would  move  It  via  Lowell  and 
Haverhill,  Massachusetts,  to  Portland.  Maine. 
The  Maine  Central  would  then  move  the  coal 
via  Augusta  to  Bangor.  Maine,  and  the 
Bangor  and  Aroostook  Railroad  would  de¬ 
liver  It  to  Madawaska  8  and  7.  The  total  rail 
distance  is  about  1,360  miles. 

8.  Originating  trunk  carrier.  Cmurall.  the 
originator  of  coal  for  Madawaska  6  and  7  has 
igjproKlmately  47.000  hopper  cars  In  service, 
smd  capacity  In  its  shops  to  build  over  6,000 
new  hopper  oars  per  year.  Using  an  average 
of  30  deliveries  per  year  per  79  ton  car,  Con¬ 
rall  may  need  as  many  as  96  additional  ears 
to  handle  the  Increased  demand  from  Mads- 
waska  6  and  7.  This  estimate  assumes  that 
tha  railroad  would  neither  have  excess  <Migl- 
natlng  capacity  nor  obtain  cars  from  other 
carriers  In  the  originating  vicinity.  Cmirall 
visualizes  no  difficulty  In  Increasing  capacity 
to  meet  this  and  other  foreseeable  Increases 
In  demand. 

FEA’s  "Transportation  Availability  Re¬ 
port"  concluded  that  for  all  potentBil  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  candldatea  studied,  there 
would  be  no  major  constraints  In  transport¬ 
ing  ooal.  This  study  examined  existing  rail 
transpcHtatlon  car  capacity,  water  transpor¬ 
tation  ci4>aclty.  Including  unloading  docks, 
where  applicable,  and  took  Into  account  pro¬ 
jections  made  by  all  carriers  to  meet  the  an¬ 
ticipated  demand  for  aU  types  of  transpor¬ 
tation  facilities  assuming  aU  MRTs  studied 
were  to  receive  orders  under  Section  2(a) 
of  ESECA. 

FEA  not  found  nor  has  it  been  In¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  car- 
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rylng  coal  tor  any  alternate  or  Intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Deatination  carrier  and  MFBI  facilities. 
The  Bangor  and  Aroostook  Railroad  Is  the 
destination  carrier  to  Madawaaka  6  and  7. 
Coal  was  used  as  the  primary  boiler  fuel  at 
Madawaska  6  and  7  imtU  1969.  ITie  plant 
reports  that  coal  receiving  and  handling 
faculties  wlU  have  to  be  reinstalled  and 
some  facilities  moved.  It  Is  expected  that 
these  repairs  can  be  accomplished  pries:  to 
the  effective  date  for  coal  burning. 


FEA  hereby  also  gives  notice  of  the 
opportunity  for  oral  and  written  presen¬ 
tation  of  data,  views,  and  arguments  by 
interested  persons  regarding  these  pro¬ 
posed  Prohibition  Orders. 

Ihe  proposed  orders  would  pre^ibit 
the  above-named  installations  from 
burning  natural  gas  or  petroleum  prod¬ 
ucts  as  their  primary  energy  source. 

Prior  to  the  issuance  of  a  Prohibition 
Order  to  an  installation.  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA  and  10  CFR  303.36(b)  and 
305.4(b)  require  that  FEA  find  that  the 
installation  had  the  capability  and  neces¬ 
sary  plant  equipment  to  bum  coal  as 
of  June  22,  1074.  A  PrcMbitimi  Order 
may  not  be  issued  unless  FEA  can  find 
that  the  prohibition  of  the  utilization  of 
natural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as  a 
primary  energy  source  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA 
and  that  coal  and  coal  transportation 
facilities  will  be  available  during  the 
period  the  Prohibition  Order  will  be  in 
effect.  FEA's  proposed  findings,  as  well 
as  its  proposed  conclusions  and  rationale 
with  resiject  to  these  findings,  for  each 
Installaticm  are  set  out  in  the  Appendix 
to  this  notice.  These  findings,  conclusions 
and  ratiemale  may  be  amended  as  a  result 
of  ccMnments  received  by  FEA  pursuant 
to  this  notice  and  other  Informatkm 
available  to  FEA.  Ihe  findings,  con¬ 
clusions  and  rationale  will  be  Included, 
with  any  amendments,  for  each  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  that  is  issued. 

Upon  COTipletion  of  the  proceedings 
described  in  this  notice,  FEA  may  deter¬ 
mine  to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  some 
<»*  all  of  the  above-named  insta11ati<ms. 
niese  Prohibition  Orders  will  not  be¬ 
come  effective,  however,  imtil  (1)  either 
(a)  the  Administrator  of  the  Environ¬ 
mental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  notifies 
the  FEA,  in  accordance  with  Section 
119(d)  (1)  (B)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act.  that 
the  Installaticm  is  able  to  bum  coal  and 
to  comply  with  all  aiHPllcable  air  pol- 
lutifm  control  requirements  without  a 
compliance  date  extmslon  under  Secti(m 
119(c)  of  such  Act,  or  (b)  if  such  noti- 
ficati(xi  is  not  given  by  EPA,  the  date 
that  the  Administrator  of  EPA  certifies, 


There  are  no  other  obstacles  to  the  deliv¬ 
ery  of  coal  to  Madawaska  6  and  7. 

6.  Conclusion.  Coal  tran;q>ortatlon  facilities 
will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Prohibition 
Order  Is  expected  to  be  in  effect  since  no 
major  constraints  to  coal  delivery  over 
the  primary  route  to  Madawaska  6  and  7 
presently  exist,  and  alternate  routes  sure 
available. 
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pursuant  to  Section  119(d)  (1)  (B)  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act,  is  the  earliest  date  that 
the  installation  will  be  able  to  cixnply 
with  all  applicable  requirements  of  Sec¬ 
tion  119  of  that  Act,  and  (2)  FEA  has 
considered  the  environmental  impact  of 
making  the  order  effective,  pursuant  to 
10  CFR  208.3(a)(4)  and  305.9,  and  has 
served  the  affected  installation  with  a 
Notice  of  Effectiveness,  as  provided  in 
10  CFR  303.10(b),  303.37(b)  and  305.7. 
Ihe  date  the  Prohibition  Order  will  be 
effective  will  be  stated  in  the  Notice  of 
Effectiveness. 

10  CFR  305.9  requires  that,  prior  to  is¬ 
suance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  to  an 
Installaticm,  FEA  shall  perform  an 
analjrsis  of  the  aivlrcmmental  impact  of 
the  issuance  ot  such  Notice  of  Effective¬ 
ness.  That  analysds  shall  result  in  either 
(1)  issuance  of  a  declaration  that  the 
Prohibition  Order  will  not,  if  made  ef¬ 
fective  by  issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effec¬ 
tiveness,  be  likely  to  have  a  significant 
Impact  on  the  quality  of  the  human  en- 
viroiunmt,  or  (2)  the  pi^aration  by 
FEA  of  an  environmental  impact  state¬ 
ment  covering  significant  site-specific 
impacts  that  are  Uk^  to  result  from  the 
Prohibition  Order  and  that  have  not 
been  adequat^y  addressed  in  the  Final 
Programmatic  Envlrcximental  Impact 
Statemmt  or  in  other  official  dociunmts 
made  publicly  avallahle.  If  FEA  prepares 
an  environmental  Impact  statement  cov¬ 
ering  significant  site-specific  impacts  re¬ 
sulting  from  making  a  PrcMbition  Order 
effective,  the  statement  shall  be  prepared 
and  published  for  commoit  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  Section  102(2)  (C)  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Envirmunental  Policy  Act  of  1969 
prior  to  Issuance  ot  a  Notice  of  Effec- 
tiv^ess.  Interested  persems  may  request 
a  public  hearing  pursuant  to  10  CTO 
303.173  to  comment  on  the  cemtents  of  a 
draft  environmental  impact  statement. 
With  respect  to  comments  regarding  any 
impact  (m  air  quality  that  might  result 
fnxn  a  proposed  Prcdiibition  Order,  how¬ 
ever,  it  should  be  recognized  that  ESECA 
has  assigned  to  EPA  the  primary  respon¬ 
sibility  tor  analyzing  the  effect  of  any 
such  order  on  the  Nation’s  air  quality 


and  for  determining  the  applicable  air 
pollution  control  requiranents  that  ap¬ 
ply  to  the  installation  that  has  been  is¬ 
sued  an  order.  It  is  expected  that,  in  al¬ 
most  every  case,  an  installation  to  which 
a  Pre^bition  Order  is  issued  will  be  eli¬ 
gible  to  apply  to  EPA  for  a  ccanpliance 
date  extension.  In  connection  with  that 
application,  EPA  must  also  provide  an 
opportimity  for  written  comment  and 
oral  presentation  of  data,  views,  and  ar¬ 
guments  by  interested  persons.  Enclosed 
with  the  Notice  of  Effectiveness  may  be 
a  compliance  rQx>rting  schedule  to  in¬ 
sure  that  the  installation  will  be  able  to 
comply  with  the  prcMbition  of  the  burn¬ 
ing  of  natural  gas  or  petroleum  products 
as  a  primary  energy  source  on  the  effec¬ 
tive  date  specified  in  the  Notice  of  Ef¬ 
fectiveness. 

Public  comment  on  the  proposals  to  is¬ 
sue  Prohibition  Orders  to  the  installa¬ 
tions  listed  above  is  invited  in  thefform 
of  written  and  oral  presentation  of  data, 
views,  and  arguments.  Ccmimaits  should 
relate  to  individual  docket  numbers  and 
should  make  clear  to  which  docket  num¬ 
ber  the  individual  comment  is  addressed. 

Comments  should  address  (1)  the  ade¬ 
quacy  and  validity  of  each  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  findings  and  the  conclusions  and 
rationale  in  support  of  these  findings,  (2) 
the  environmoital  impact  of  making  ef¬ 
fective  a  Prohibition  Order,  including 
any  site-specific  ravironmental  impacts, 
and  (3)  any  other  aspects  or  impacts  of 
the  proposed  Prohibition  Order  believed 
to  be  relevant. 

Pursuant  to  10  CFR  303.173  (a)  and 
(d)  and  305.5,  FEA  hereby  announces 
that  a  public  hearing  to  receive  oral 
presentation  of  data,  views,  and  argu¬ 
ments  of  interested  persons  will  be  held 
beginning  at  9  a.m.  on  May  24  and  25, 
1977,  in  Room  250,  Federal  Energy  Ad¬ 
ministration,  2626  West  Mockingbird 
Lane,  Dallas,  Texas  75235.  Any  person 
who  has  an  interest  in  the  subject  of  the 
hearing  or  who  is  a  representative  of  a 
group  or  class  of  persons  which  has  an 
interest  in  the  subject  of  the  hearing  may 
make  a  written  request,  or  a  verbal  re¬ 
quest  if  confirmed  in  writing,  for  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  make  an  oral  presentation. 
That  request  should  be  directed  to  Darryl 
Oreenwell,  FEA  Regl(m  VI,  2626  West 
Mockingbird  Lane,  Dallas,  Texas  75235, 
214-749-7727.  The  request  should  be  re¬ 
ceived  before  4:30  p.m.,  Thursday, 
May  19,  1977.  The  request  should  de¬ 
scribe  the  person’s  interest  in  the  Issue(s) 
involved;  if  appropriate,  it  should  state 
why  the  person  is  an  appre^riate  repre¬ 
sentative  of  the  group  or  claiss  of  persons 
which  has  such  an  Interest;  it  should  give 
a  concise  summary  of  the  proposed  oral 
presentation  and  a  phone  number  where 
the  i}erson  may 'be  contacted  through 
May  23. 1977.  Speakers  should  submit  ten 
(10)  copies  of  their  oral  presentation  if 
possible,  imless  such  presentation  is  less 
than  five  (5)  pages,  in  which  case  only 
one  copy  is  required,  to  Delbert  Fowler, 
Regional  Administrator,  Federal  Energy 
Administratiem,  P.O.  Box  35228,  2626 
West  Mockingbird  Lane.  Dallas,  ’Texas 
75235,  before  4:30  p.m.,  Monday,  May  23, 
1977.  Speakers  will  be  contact^  by  an 
FEA  representative  before  4:30  p.m.,  Fri- 


ENERGY  SUPPLY  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  COORDINATION  ACT 
Intention  To  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  Certain  Installations;  International  Paper  Co. 

The  Federal  Energy  Administration  (FEA)  hereby  gives  notice  of  its  intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders,  pursuant  to  the  authorities  granted  it  by  Sectiem  2  (a)  and 
(b)  of  the  Ehiergy  Supply  and  Environmental  Coordination  Act  1974,  as  amended 
(ESECA) ,  and  Title  10.  Code  of  Federal  Regulaticms  (10  CFR) ,  Parts  303  and  305  to 
the  following  instedlations: 


Docket  No. 

Owner 

Installation 

Unit  No. 

Location 

OCU-0779 

OCU-0786 

.  1 

Teiarkana,  Tex. 

.  1,2 

Pine  Biufl,  Ark. 
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day,  &lay  20,  1977,  to  confirm  receipt  of 
the  written  request. 

Detailed  technical  data,  views,  and  ar> 
guments  should  be  contained  in  a  written 
submission  in  support  of  the  oral  pres> 
entation.  The  oral  presentaticm  Itself 
shoiUd  be  a  summary  of  those  written 
comments. 

While  raiA  will  endeavor  to  provide 
adequate  opportimity  to  all  who  desire  to 
speak,  FEIA.  reserves  the  right  to  limit  the 
number  of  persons  to  be  heard  at  the 
hearing,  to  schedule  their  respective 
presentations  and  to  establish  the  proce¬ 
dures  governing  the  conduct  of  the  hear¬ 
ing.  TTie  length  of  time  allocated  to 
each  presentation  may  be  limited  on  the 
basis  of  the  number  of  persons  requesting 
to  be  heard.  The  FEA  will  prepare  an 
agenda  that  shall  provide,  to  the  extent 
possible,- for  the  presentation  of  all  rele¬ 
vant  data,  views,  and  arguments. 

An  FELA  official  will  be  designated  to 
preside  at  the  hearing  which  will  not  be 
a  Judicial  m-  evidentiary  hearing.  During 
oral  presentations  only  those  conducting 
the  hearing  may  ask  questions.  There 
will  be  no  cross-examination.  At  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  all  initial  oral  iH*e6entatiQns, 
each  pers(m  who  has  made  an  oral  state¬ 
ment  will  be  given  the  (g)portunity,  if  he 
or  she  so  desires,  to  a  r^uttal 

statement.  The' rebuttal  statements  will 
be  given  in  the  order  in  which  the  imtia.! 
statements  were  made  and  will  be  subject 
to  time  limitations. 

Any  Interested  person  may  submit 
written  questions  to  the  presiding  officer 
to  be  asked  of  any  person  miairing  an  oral 
presentation.  The  presiding  officer  will 
determine  whether  to  ask  the  question, 
having  first  determined  whether  the 
question  is  relevant,  and  whether  ade¬ 
quate  time  may  be  afforded  for  an 
answer. 

Any  further  procedural  rules  needed 
for  the  proper  conduct  of  the  hearing 
will  be  announced  by  the  presiding 
officer. 

A  transcript  of  the  hearing  will  be 
made  and  it.  together  with  any  written 
comments  submitted  in  the  course  of  the 
hearing,  will  be  retained  by  the  FEIA  and 
made  available  for  inspecticm  and  copy¬ 
ing  at  the  Freedom  of  Information  Read¬ 
ing  Room.  Room  2107,  Federal  Building. 
12th  and  Pennsylvania  Avenue  NW., 
Washington.  D.C.  2C491,  and  the  FEA 
Regional  Office.  Reading  Room.  2626 
West  Mockingbird  Lane,  Dallas,  Texas 
75235,  between  the  hours  of  8  a  wi  njiri 
4:30  pjn.,  Monday  through  Friday.  Any¬ 
one  may  purchase  a  copy  of  the  tran¬ 
script  frmn  the  reporter. 

Interested  persons  are  invited  to  sub¬ 
mit  written  comments  consisting  of  data, 
views,  and  arguments  with  respect  to 
these  proposed  Prohibition  Orders  to  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Communications.  Box  mk,  Fed¬ 
eral  Energy  Administration,  Federal 
Building.  Room  3317,  12th  and  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  Avenue  NW.,  Washingtcm,  D.C. 
20461. 

Comments  and  other  documents  sub¬ 
mitted  to  FEA  Executive  Communica¬ 
tions  should  be  identified  on  the  outside 
of  the  envelope  in  which  they  are  trans¬ 
mitted  and  on  the  document  itself  with 


the  designation  “Pr(^x>6ed  Prcdiibition 

Order  for  the - Installation.” 

Fifteen  (15)  cc^les  should  be  submitted. 

All  written  conunents  received  by  4:30 
pjn.,  Tuesday.  June  14.  1977,  all  oral 
presentations,  and  all  other  relevant  in¬ 
formation  submitted  to  or  available  to 
FEA  will  be  considered  by  FEA  prior  to 
issuance  of  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Any  information  or  data  considered  to 
be  confidential  by  the  person  furnishing 
it  must  be  so  identified  and  submitted  in 
writing,  one  copy  only.  The  FEA  reserves 
the  right  to  determine  the  confidential 
status  of  the  information  or  data  and  to 
treat  it  in  accordance  with  that  determi¬ 
nation. 

Copies  of  the  regulations  implementing 
Section  2  (a)  and  (b)  of  ESECA  (10  CFR 
Parts  303  and  305)  are  available  from  the 
following  FEA  Regional  Offices: 

Region.  Aih>kxss.  and  Phone 

I.  Robert  Mitchell,  Regional  Administrator, 
150  Causeway  Street.  Room  700,  Boston, 
MassacbusetU  02114 — 617-223-3701. 

II.  Alfred  Klelnfleld,  Regional  Administrator, 
26  Federal  Plaaa,  Room  3206,  New  York. 
New  York  10007—212-264-1021. 

in.  J.  A.  LaSala,  Regional  Administrator, 
1421  Cherry  Street,  Room  1001,  Philadel¬ 
phia,  Pennsylvania  19102 — 215-697-3390. 

IV.  Donald  Allen,  Regional  Administrator. 
1665  Peachtree  Street,  NX,  8th  Floor.  At¬ 
lanta.  Georgia  30309 — 404-626-2837. 

V.  N.  Allen  Andersen,  Regional  Admlnlstra- 
t<H-.  Federal  Office  BuLdlng.  176  West  Jack- 
son  Blvd..  Room  A-333.  (micago,  Illinois 
60604—312-363-0540. 

VI.  Delbert  Fowler,  Regional  Administrator, 
Poet  Office  Box  36228,  2626  West  Mocking¬ 
bird  Lane,  Dallas,  Texas  75235 — ^214-749- 
7346. 

vn.  Nell  Adams,  Regional  Administrator, 
1160  Grand  Avenue,  Kanssa  City,  Missouri 
64106—816-374-2061. 

vm.  Dudley  Faver,  Regkmal  Administrator, 
Post  Office  Box  26247,  Belmar  Branch,  1075 
South  Yukon  Street,  Lakewood,  Ocdotado 
80226 — 303-234-2420. 

IZ.  William  Amtc,  Regional  Administrator. 
Ill  Pins  Street,  San  Franclsoo.  California 
94111-416-666-7216. 

Z.  Jack  B.  Robertson,  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor.  1992  Fsdsral  Building.  916  Second  Ave¬ 
nue.  Seattle.  Washington  98174-206-442- 
7280. 

MFBI  PkORiBinoM  Okdxs  Canoxdati; 
iDXNTIfTCATION  AND  SXLECTION  METH¬ 
ODOLOGY 

FEA  lias  oigaged  in  a  two  year,  two 
part,  process  in  which  it  first  identified, 
after  extensive  information  gathering, 
the  potential  universe  of  major  fuel 
burning  Installatimis  (MFETs)  in  ordo* 
to  determine  which  MFBTs  might  be 
subject  to  Prohibition  Orders.  FEA  then 
performed  a  detailed  analysis  of  individ¬ 
ual  potential  order  recipients  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  facts  would  warrant  pub¬ 
lication  of  a  Notice  of  intention  (NOD 
to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order  to  any  of  the 
potential  order  recipients. 

L  DBTXXMINATION  OF  CANDIDATE  ONIVERSE 

On  March  20,  1975,  by  Notice  in  the 
Fuebal  Registee  (40  FR  13706),  FEA 
required  MFBTs  with  design  firing  rates 
in  excess  ot  100  million  BTlTs  per  hour 
to  provide  basic  identifirlng  infcHrmatlon. 
(FEA  in  its  regulations  published  on 


May  9.  1975,  (40  FR  20463)  adc^Tted  the 
100  million  BTU’s  per  hour  desl^  firing 
rate  as  the  minimiun  size  MFBI  that 
would  be  eligible  for  a  Prohibition 
Order.) 

On  April  18, 1975,  FEA  published  notice 
in  the  Federal  Register  (40  FR  17328) 
that  it  would  mail  to  all  thoi  known 
MFBTs  a  questionnaire,  entitled  "Major 
Fuel  Burning  Installatkm  Coal  Conver¬ 
sion  Report”  (Form  FEA  C-602-S-0), 
designed  to  provide  FEA  with  additional 
informatimi  needed  to  hdp  determine 
whether  the  MFBTs  would  be  candidates 
for  Prc^ibition  Orders.  Questionnaires 
were  mailed  to  those  respondents  to  the 
March  20.  1975,  Federal  Register  notice 
and  to  other  MFBTs  identified  through 
data  provided  by  FEA  regional  person¬ 
nel,  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  other  Federal  agencies,  and 
through  contact  with  trade  associaUcms. 
A  total  of  822  parent  companies  re¬ 
sponded  to  the  survey,  identif3ring  3,482 
installations  and  6,289  individual  imits. 

The  first  survey  provided  FEA  with 
historical  information  on  quantity  and 
quality  of  fuel  use  and  preliminary  pol¬ 
lution  control  data  relative  to  the  fat¬ 
ties  in  question. 

Compilation  and  evaluation  of  the  in¬ 
formation  received  from  the  survey  led 
to  development  of  a  supplemental  ques¬ 
tionnaire  (Form  PEA  C-602-S-1)  to 
elicit  data  on  the  financial  situation  of 
owners  of  MFBTs,  including  Information 
designed  to  ascertain  what  the  effects  of 
a  Prohibition  Order  would  be  on  an  in¬ 
dividual  company  basis.  This  question¬ 
naire  was  designed  to  provide  a  basis  for 
subsequent  analysis  of  the  MFBI  in  terms 
of  financial  capability,  additional  capital 
investment  costs  resulting  from  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order,  operating  cost  differen¬ 
tials  and  coal  and  coal  transportation 
availability.  This  supplonental  question¬ 
naire  was  sent  in  June  1976  to  various 
owners  of  MFBI’s  to  obtain  Information 
on  161  sites  and  281  individual  units. 

Most  of  the  supplemental  question¬ 
naires  (involving  138  sites  and  246  units) 
were  sent  to  owners  of  MFBTs  identified 
as  capable  of  burning  coal  in  the  first 
questionnaire  and  which,  in  1974,  burned 
at  least  150,000  barrels  (rf  oil  or  921,000,- 
000  cubic  feet  of  natural  gas  or  a  BTU 
equivalent  combination.  These  MFBI's 
were  chosen  because  of  their  potential  tor 
large  fuel  savings  and  the  potential  low 
ccmversion  costs  to  fud  savings  ratio. 

The  other  supplemental  questionnaires 
were  sent  to  MTOI’s  which  had  Indicated 
an  intentlcm  to  discontinue  coal  use  (23 
sites  at  which  there  were  35  imlts) . 

In  September  1976.  after  responses  to 
the  supplemental  questionnaires  had 
been  received,  FEA  consulted  with  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agoicy  (EPA) 
to  obtain  ES^A’s  best  estimate  as  to  the 
means  by  which  these  MFBI’s  could  bum 
coal  and  comply  with  all  applicable  air 
pollutlmi  contrd  requirements.  EPA  in¬ 
dicated  whether  particular  MFBI’s  would 
require  upgrading,  or  Installation  of  dec- 
trostatic  precipitators,  installation  of 
fiue-gas  desulfurization  devices,  or 
whether  the  MFBI  could  bimi  coal  that 
would  conform  to  air  pollution  control 
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requirementB  without  pollution  control 
equipment. 

n.  SITE  SPECIFIC  ANALYSIS 

Once  PEA  had  gathered  the  supple¬ 
mental  data  relating  to  the  161  sites,  it 
then  conducted  a  technical  analysis  for 
each  respondent  to  the  supplemental 
questionnaire. 

PEA  prepared  a  technical  summary 
based  on  the  Information  provided  to  en¬ 
able  the  Agency  to  analyze  each  respond¬ 
ent’s  potential  amenability  to  receipt  of 
an  NOI.  The  technical  summary  con¬ 
sisted  of  the  following  data: 

a.  Expected  remaining  useful  life  (respond¬ 
ent’s  and  FEA’s  estimates) ; 

b.  Unit  capacity: 

c.  Fuel  consunq>tlon  for  1976; 

d.  The  last  year  coal  was  burned  at  the 
Installation; 

e.  Costs  of  converting  to  coal.  Including 
pollution  control  equipment  costs,  if  any 
respondent’s  and  FEA’s  estimates); 

f.  Type  of  pollution  control  equipment,  if 
any,  required  (repondent’s  and  EPA’s  esti¬ 
mates)  ;  and 

g.  Other  relevant  factors,  such  as  percent 
sulfur  content  in  coal  that  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  Insure  compliance  with  environ¬ 
mental  standards. 

PEA  eliminated  or  deferred  from 
further  ccmsideration  those  MPBI’s  for 
which  the  following  criteria  were  appli¬ 
cable: 

a.  Remaining  useful  life  of  the  MFBI 
on  January  1,  1978  would  be  less  than  one 
year  (based  on  an  expected  useful  life  of 
40  yecu^); 

b.  The  utUization  factor  of  the  MFBI  was 
less  than  20  percent; 

c.  Space  required  for  coal  use  at  the  in¬ 
stallation  was  inadequate  or  unavaUable; 

d.  Since  filing  the  original  questionnaire, 
the  MFBI  had  been  converted  to  coal  as  its 
primary  energy  source  or  the  owner  has  cer¬ 
tified  that  the  MFBI  will  be  so  converted  in 
the  near  future; 

e.  The  MFBI  used  (in  the  latest  year  for 
which  fuel  use  figiires  are  available)  signifi¬ 
cantly  less  than  2  X 10“  BTlTs  of  oil  or  nat¬ 
ural  gas. 

Items  a  or  b  sdiove  would  prevent 
PEIA  from  finding  that  burning  coal  by 
the  MPBI  would  be  practicable.  PEIA  as¬ 
sumed  a  forty-year  useful  life  as  a  rea¬ 
sonable  estimate  based  on  general  in¬ 
dustrial  averages.  PEIA  has  decided  not 
to  analyze  MPBI’s  that  have  already 
converted  to  coal,  since  the  basic  pur¬ 
poses  of  ESECA  have  already  been  ac¬ 
complished  by  such  convo’sltms  nnd 
PEIA  has  ctmcluded  that  its  resources 
would  be  better  allocated  by  conc^trat- 
Ing  on  those  MFBI’s  which  are  not  now 
burning  coal. 

Certain  MPBPs  were  eliminated  from 
further  analysis  upon  PEA’s  determina¬ 
tion  that  one  or  more  of  the  factors 
which  PuiA  must  cmisider  pursuant  to 
1 305.4(c)  of  its  regulations  would  have 
multed  in  disqualification  of  a  particu¬ 
lar  MFBI.  Such  eliminations  were  based 
on  factors  such  as  process  fuel  uses  pe¬ 
culiar  to  the  MPBI’s,  inadequate  or 
space  for  coal  related  facilities,  unique 
or  unusual  environmental  ccmstraints, 


and  other  similar  disqualifying  consid¬ 
erations. 

If  in  FEA’s  Judgment,  analysis  of  the 
summary  Information  raised  issues  that 
required  further  Investigation,  PEA  con¬ 
ducted  visits  to  the  specific  sites.  Site 
visits  were  employed  in  circumstances  in 
which  large  discrepancies  between  PEA’s 
and  the  MPBI’s  cost  estimates  were  ob¬ 
served,  unusual  technical  problems  were 
presented  by  the  MPBI  with  respect  to 
coal  use,  and  when  other  disparities  oc¬ 
curred  between  the  information  submit¬ 
ted  by  the  MPBI  and  that  developed 
independently  by  PEA.  Information  de¬ 
veloped  during  the  site  visits  served  to 
either  eliminate  an  MPBI  from  further 
consideration,  through  the  aforemen¬ 
tioned  criteria,  or  served  to  demonstrate 
that  PEIA  should  continue  its  analysis. 

Por  each  MPBI  not  eliminated  through 
any  of  the  above  criteria,  PEA  has  cal¬ 
culated  the  net  operating  cost  differ¬ 
ential  between  using  coal  as  the  MPBI’s 
primary  energy  source  and  using  either 
natural  gas  or  petroleum  products. 

A.  Calculation  of  net  operating  cost 
differential.  The  net  operating  cost  dif¬ 
ferential  consists  of  the  sum  of  (1)  an¬ 
nualized  increased  capital  investment 
costs  required  for  conversion  to  coal,  (2) 
differences  in  operating  and  matete- 
nance  costs  (including  the  fuel  cost  dif¬ 
ferential)  ,  and  (3)  the  potential  tax  con¬ 
sequences  attendant  to  conversion.  Ini¬ 
tially,  PEIA  performs  two  calculations 
in  determining  the  net  operating  cost 
differential,  one  using  cost  figures  sup¬ 
plied  by  the  MPBI  and  the  other  using 
PEA’S  own  estimates.  When  the  MPBI’s 
figures  are  within  a  reasonable  range  of 
FBA’s  estimates,  PEIA  generally  accepts 
the  MFBI’s  figures.  Gross  discrepancies 
are  examined  in  more  detail  by  PEA  to 
determine  the  reasonableness  of  the  dif¬ 
fering  estimates  and  to  reconcile  differ¬ 
ences. 

The  elements  of  the  three  parts  of  the 
net  operating  cost  differential  are  ex¬ 
plained  below: 

1.  Capital  investment  costs.  The  pri¬ 
mary  element  in  this  part  is  the  cost  of 
equipment  acquisition  and  refurbish¬ 
ment  required  for  conversion  to  coal. 
Including  refurbishment  or  acquisition 
of  pollution  control  equipment.  In  de¬ 
termining  the  estimated  annual  increase 
fixed  costs  to  the  owner  resxUting  from 
such  capital  investment,  PEA  calculates 
the  aimual  depreciation  of  equipment 
costs  over  the  expected  remaining  useful 
service  life  of  the  MFBI  (Including  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  investment  tax  credit) 
and  adds  the  estimated  annual  cost  of 
capital. 

Annual  depreciation  is  calculated  as 
follows: 

a.  Determine  cost  of  new  equ4>ment  (In¬ 
cluding  poUutlon  control  equipment)  minus 
Investment  tax  mdlt  of  10  percent. 

b.  Divide  the  figure  In  a,  above,  by  tbe 
expected  remaining  usefxil  life  of  tbe  MFBI 
after  conversion  Is  completed.  FEA  presiunes 
that  tbe  MFBI’s  determination  of  remain¬ 
ing  useful  life  Is  correct  If  it  results  In  a 
total  useful  life  of  at  least  40  years.  Other¬ 


wise,  FEA  will  conduct  a  more  detaUed  ex¬ 
amination  of  the  MFBI. 

Calculation  of  the  approximate  an¬ 
nual  cost  of  capital  is  as  follows: 

a.  New  and  refurbished  equipment  costs 
minus  the  investment  tax  credit,  plus. 

b.  Twice  tbe  cost  of  land  acquisitions  re¬ 
quired  for  conversions  to  coal  burning. 

c.  The  total  of  (1)  and  (2)  is  divided  by 
2  and  then  multiplied  by  a  10  percent  In¬ 
terest  rate. 

2.  Operating  and  maintenance  costs. 
The  primary  factor  cmisidered  In  this 
calculaticm  is  the  annual  fuel  cost  differ¬ 
ential  which  represoits  the  difference 
between  operating  the  MPBI  with  coal 
as  its  primary  eno’gy  source  in  lieu  of 
petroleum  products  or  natural  gas.  (If 
the  current  supply  of  natural  gas  to  the 
MFBI  is  curtailed,  then  the  calculation 
of  the  fuel  cost  differential  does  not  in¬ 
clude  natural  gas  as  part  of  the  MFBrs 
current  fuel  use  to  the  extent  of  that  cur¬ 
tailment.  In  such  cases  the  NOCD  was 
calculated  on  the  basis  of  actual  fuel 
usage).  PEA  has  generally  accepted  the 
coal  price  reported  by  the  MPBI’s.  If 
PEA  considered  the  stated  price  to  be 
unreasonable,  it  further  examined  coal 
prices  based  upon  an  analysis  of  deliv¬ 
ered  prices  of  coal  in  the  area  of  the 
MPBI  under  consideration  and  an  anal¬ 
ysis  of  likely  coal  sources.  Projected  coal 
use  after  conversion  was  calculated  by 
converting  latest  annual  fuel  use  data 
to  its  BTU  equivalent  for  coal. 

Determination  of  the  differential  re¬ 
lating  to  labor  costs  and  the  differential 
relating  to  other  operating  and  main¬ 
tenance  costs  was  based  upon  estimates 
supplied  by  the  MFBI’s. 

3.  Potential  tax  effects.  Federal  and 
state  tax  rates  have  been  applied  to  the 
net  aerating  cost  differential  to  deter¬ 
mine  maximum  pot«itial  tax  ^ects  re¬ 
sulting  from  a  Prohibition  Order. 

If  the  NOCD  for  an  MPBI  was  posi¬ 
tive,  l.e..  projects  an  increase  in  annual 
costs  of  operations,  then  a  calculation 
of  the  cost  pa*  bairel  of  oil  saved  was 
performed  by  dividing  the  NOCD  by  the 
number  of  barrels  of  oil  actually  used 
on  an  annual  basis  icfc,  if  the  MPBI  was 
a  natural  gas  user,  the  number  of  barrels 
of  oil  which  would  be  required  to  replace 
the  gas  use  on  an  equivalent  BTU  basis) . 
This  figure  (cost  per  barrd  of  oil  saved) 
was  then  considered  in  terms  of  the 
number  <rf  barrels  of  oil  and/m’  MCiF  of 
natural  gas  that  would  be  saved  by  issu¬ 
ance  of  a  Prohibition  Order,  the  effect 
of  the  NOCD  on  the  MFBI  own^s  op¬ 
erating  expenses,  as  well  as  various  en- 
vlrcximental  and  other  factors  in  reach¬ 
ing  the  final  determination  as  to  which 
candidates  should  receive  an  NOI. 

It  is  to  be  noted  tjiat  much  of  the  in- 
fmmation  used  by  PEIA  to  Its 

practicability  findings  is  arguably  con¬ 
fidential  imder  18  US.C.  1905.  There¬ 
fore,  such  InfcMinatlon  has  not  appeared 
in  the  Amiendix  to  the  NOL  The  calcu¬ 
lations  have  been  explained  in  each  case 
and  the  data  are  available  to  the  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  owna*  of  the  MPBI. 
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Any  questions  regarding  this  Notice 
should  be  directed  to  the  National 
Office  as  follows:  Federal  Energy  Ad¬ 
ministration.  Code  OCU  (Prohibition 
Order: _ Installation).  Wash¬ 

ington.  D.C.  20461.  (202  )  566-7941. 

(Energy  Supply  and  Environmental  Coordi¬ 
nation  Act  of  1974  (16  U.S.C.  791  et  seq.).  as 


These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed 
by  FEA,  are  based  on  the  Information  that 
has  been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA 
prior  to  the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  In¬ 
tention  (NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

International  Paper  Company  shall  be 
referred  to  as  the  "owner"  and  as  "Intema- 
tlonal".  The  Texarkana  Plant  Unit  1  shall  be 
referred  to  as  the  "MFBI"  and  as  "Tex¬ 
arkana  1”. 

X.  CAPABXLITT  AND  NXCXSSAXT  PLANT 
BQTaPMKNT  TO  BXnUf  COAL 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22,  1974, 
Texarkana  1  had  the  ciq>ablUty  and  necessary 
plant  equipment  to  burn  coal.  This  proposed 
finding  Is  based  on  the  facts  and  Interpreta¬ 
tions  stated  below: 

*A  International,  In  a  Major  Fuel  Burning 
Installation  Cioal  Conversion  Reoort,  Section 
n.  Questions  6,  and  12-14,  (Form  FEA  C- 
602-S-0)  filed  on  May  20,  1975,  Indicated 
that  the  MPBI  had  In  place  on  June  22.  1974, 
a  boiler  that  was  capable  of  biimlng  coal. 
The  boiler  had  been  designed  and  con¬ 
structed  or  modified  to  bum  coal  as  Its 
primary  energy  source,  nothwlthstandlng  the 
fact  that  on  June  22.  1974,  the  MFBI  may 
not  have  been  burning  coal  as  Its  primary 
energy  source. 

B.  Based  on  Information  International 
filed  with  FEA  dated  August  11.  1976,  and 
other  Information  avaUable  to  FEA,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  plant  equipment  and  faculties  at 
Texarkana  1  would  have  to  be  acoulred  or 
refurbished  In  order  for  this  MFBI  to  burn 
coal  as  Its  primary  energy  source: 

1.  Combxistors;  2.  Air  beaters;  3.  Soot  blow¬ 
ers:  4.  Special  Instrumentation  and  controls; 
5.  Crushers;  6.  Unloaders;  7.  Conveyors;  8. 
Pulverizers;  9.  Scales;  10.  Feeders;  11.  Ash 
handling  equipment. 

C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22. 
1974,  Texarkana  1  had  aU  other  significant 
plant  equlnment  and  faculties  associated 
with  the  burning  of  coal. 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  purmiant  thereto, 
the  equloment  and  faculties  listed  In  para¬ 
graph  B.  above,  do  not  Indlvlduallv  or  In 
combination  constitute  a  lack  of  caTwbllltv 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coal 
as  of  June  22, 1974. 

n.  THX  BOSNINO  OP  COAL  IN  L1XT7  OP  NATPSAL 

OA8  OB  PBTBOLSPlf  PBOOXTCTS  IS  PBACTTCABLB 

AND  OONSISrXNT  BriTR  TRX  PPBPOSX8  OP 

XSBCA 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of 
coal  In  lieu  of  petroletun  products  or  natural 
gas  at  Texarkana  1  Is  practicable  and  con¬ 
sistent  arlth  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  This 
proposed  finding  Is  based  upon  an  analysis 
by  FEA  of  the  fuel  consumption  of  this 
boiler  for  the  pwlod  1973-1976,  the  remain- 


amended  by  Pub.  L.  94-163;  Federal  Energy 
Administration  Act  of  1974  (16  UB.C.  761  et 
seq.).  as  amended  by  Pub.  L.  94-386;  E.O. 
11790  (  39  FB  23185).) 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.  May  9, 
1977. 


Ing  useful  service  life  of  the  boUer  after  con¬ 
version.  the  net  operating  cost  differential 
that  would  result  from  compliance  with  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  facts  and 
Interpretations  referenced  below: 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable. — 
1.  Anticipated  fuel  supplies. 

Curtailment  of  natural  gas  supply.  Based 
on  Information  obtained  from  the  Federal 
Power  Commission,  the  natural  gas  supplier, 
and  In  certain  cases  the  owner,  FEA  pre¬ 
sumes  that  the  MFBI  wlU  experience  a  sub- 
stanUal  curtaUment  of  Its  present  supply  of 
natural  gas.  This  curtaUment  wUl  result  In 
Increased  reliance  on  alternate  fuels  In  the 
future. 

2.  Costs  associated  with  burning  coal. — a. 
Capital  investment'  costs.  The  total  esti¬ 
mated  initial  capital  Investment  costs.  In¬ 
cluding  financing  costs,  that  would  result 
from  the  acquisition  and  refurbishment  of 
equipment  and  facilities  associated  with  the 
burning  of  coal  at  Texarkana  1  have  been 
determined. 

This  determination  was  based  on  existing 
FEA  Information  and  analysis  as  well  as  In¬ 
formation  filed  with  FEA  by  the  owner. 
Approximate  costs  to  comply  with  applicable 
environmental  protection  requirements  have 
also  been  considered.  Including  the  cost  of 
compliance  with  the  air  pollution  control 
requirements  of  the  CHean  Air  Act. 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  The  expected  Increase  In  operating 
and  maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs,  that  would  result  from  the  burning 
of  coal  has  been  calculated  baaed  on  In¬ 
formation  supplied  by  the  owner  or  other¬ 
wise  acquired  by  FEA. 

c.  Fuel  costs.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  an¬ 
nual  fuel  consumption  and  fuel  cost  In¬ 
formation  supplied  by  the  owner  and/or. 
In  appropriate  circumstances,  upon  FEA’s 
fuel  cost  estimates,  FEA  has  determined  that 
the  burning  of  coal  In  lieu  of  natural  gas 
or  petroleum  products  at  Tesukana  1  will 
result  In  an  Increase  In  annual  fuel  costs. 

d.  Net  operating  cost  differential.  Based 
on  the  factors  stated  In  paragraphs  A.l.a.-c., 
above,  as  well  as  the  expected  remaining 
useful  life  of  the  boiler  after  conversion, 
FEA  has  determined  that  the  net  annual 
operating  cost  differential  hereafter  "NOCD", 
(which  represents  the  difference  between 
operating  the  boiler  with  coal  and  alternate 
fuel(s)  as  Its  primary  energy  source),  re¬ 
sulting  from  the  conversion  of  Texarkana  1. 
will  represent  an  annual  cost  Increase  of 
tl  006.837. 

3.  Reasonableness  of  additional  costs  of 
burning  coal.  The  following  analysis  at  the 
costs  ot  conversion  provides  the  basis  for 
deciding  that  compliance  srlth  the  proposed 
order  la  not  unreasonable.  By  converting 


from  burning  natural  gas  to  burning  coal  as 
the  primary  energy  source  the  MFBI  would 
experience  a  net  annual  curating  cost  In¬ 
crease,  but  would  save  a  substantial  amount 
of  natural  gas.  This  cost  would  only  be  In¬ 
curred  for  a  limited  period  because  the 
MFBI  will  eventually  experience  a  substan¬ 
tial  curtailment  of  Its  supply  of  natural 
gas.  If  the  prohibition  order  were  not  Issued 
to  the  MFBI  It  could  alternately  replace  its 
current  natural  gas  supply  with  either  pe- 
toleum  products  or  coal  for  the  period  fol¬ 
lowing  such  substantial  curtailment  of  Its 
natural  gas  supply. 

In  the  calculation  of  the  NOCD,  FEA 
has  considered  oil  as  a  substitute  fuel  for 
curtailed  natiural  gas.  In  calculating  the 
NOCD.  In  those  Instances  where  the  MFBI 
has  experienced  no  civtallment  of  its  natural 
gas  supply,  FEA  considered  the  present  fuel 
usage.  The  net  annual  operating  cost  In¬ 
crease  for  this  MFBI  resulting  from  (grat¬ 
ing  on  coal  as  the  primary  energy  source. 
Instead  of  petroleum  products  (and/or 
natural  gas  where  aopllcable).  arlll  be  ap¬ 
proximately  81,005,837  . 

Although  the  use  of  the  coal  alternative. 
Instead  of  potential  petroleum  products, 
could  be  expected  to  result  In  a  net  annual 
operating  cost  increase,  FEA  has  determined 
that  the  prohibition  of  burning  natural  gas 
or  petroleum  products  as  the  primary  energy 
source  at  Texarkana  la  not  unreasonable. 

Burning  of  coal  by  Texarkana  1  as  Its  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source  Instead  of  petroleum 
products  would  result  In  additional  capital 
Investment  costs  and  annual  operating  and 
maintenance  costs  exclusive  of  fuel  costs. 
Any  additional  conversion  costs  would,  how¬ 
ever,  be  mitigated  by  the  savings  in  fuel 
costs  Inherent  in  burning  coal.  Notwith¬ 
standing  the  fact  that  the  MFBI  could  ex¬ 
perience  annual  savings  In  Its  total  fuel 
costs  should  It  convert  to  coal  Instead  of 
converting  to  petroleum  products,  there 
would  be  a  net  increase  In  the  costs  to  the 
MFBI. 

Although  conversion  to  the  burning  of 
coal  Instead  of  petroleum  products  would  be 
expected  to  Increase  the  costs  incurred  by 
Texarkana  1  by  $1,006,837  per  year,  FEA 
proposes  to  find  that  such  Increased  cost, 
per  barrel  of  oil  saved  Is  not  unreasonable 
given  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  This  determi¬ 
nation  Is  baaed  on  consideration  of  the  sub¬ 
stantial  potential  oil  savings  that  would 
result  from  conversion  to  coal.  Hie  determi¬ 
nation  that  the  costs  of  burning  coal  Instead 
of  petroleum  products  would  not  be  unrea¬ 
sonable  Is  further  supported  by  considera¬ 
tion  of  such  costs  In  relation  to  the  expected 
remaining  useful  life  of  the  MFBI.  the  size 
and  resources  of  the  owner  as  examined  In 
the  following  dlscusslcm  of  financial  capabil¬ 
ity,  and  the  nature  of  the  expected  opera¬ 
tions  of  the  IdFBI. 

The  additional  costs  that  would  be  In¬ 
curred  If  FEA  were  to  prohibit  the  burning 
of  natural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as  the 
primary  energy  source  at  Texarkana  1  srould 
only  be  Incurred  for  a  limited  period  of  time. 
In  view  of  the  scarcity  qf  national  supplies 
of  natural  gas  and  ths  likelihood  that  Texar¬ 
kana  1  will  experience  a  substantial  curtail¬ 
ment  of  Its  present  natural  gas  supply  In  the 
future,  FEA  has  determined  that  the  cost 
of  burning  coad  In  lieu  of  natural  gas  Is  not 
uxureasonable.  {Final  Report  Oil  and  Gas  Re¬ 
sources,  Reserves,  and  Productive  Capacities 
Volumes  I  and  II,  Federal  Energy  Adminis¬ 
tration.  October  1976.) 

4.  Financial  capability  of  the  otoner. — a. 
Recovery  of  capital  investment.  FEA  proposes 
to  find  that  compliance  with  a  Prohibition 
Order  by  Texarkana  1  would  be  economically 
feasible.  FEA’s  analysis  took  into  consldept- 
tion  the  financial  capability  of  the  osmer  and 
is  based  upon  the  owner's  financial  position 


Eric  J,  Pygi, 
Acting  General  Counsel, 
Federal  Energy  Administration. 

Appendix  A — ^Proposed  Findinos  and  Rationale  por  Notice  or  Intention  to  Issue  a 

PaoHismoN  OaoEE 

ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  Issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  major  fuel  burning  Installation  (MFBI).  FEA's  proposed  findings  are 
set  out  below  arlth  respect  to  the  MFBI  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions 
are  also  set  forth. 


Docket  No. 

Owner 

Installation 

Unit  No.  Location 

OCU-0779 

International  Paper  Co . 

. Texarkana  plant. . 

_  1  Texarkana,  Tex. 
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as  reported  In  the  Dun  and  Bradatreet  Refer¬ 
ence  Book  (March  1977).  Where  necessary, 
FEA  performed  an  Independent  analysis  of 
the  owner’s  financial  capability,  considering 
such  factors  as  the  owner’s  current  financial 
statement  and  the  additional  capital  invest¬ 
ment  required  for  the  owner  to  comply  with 
this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s  which  are  ciur- 
rently  under  consideration,  as  well  as  addi¬ 
tional  capital  Investment  costs  related  to  all 
other  Notices  of  Intention,  to  date.  If  ahy, 
to  Issue  Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders, 
and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  or 
Construction  Orders,  If  any.  Issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  2  (a)  and  (c)  of 
ESECA  to  MFBI’s  owned  by  International. 
FEA  related  these  additional  capital  invest¬ 
ment  costs  to  the  total  capitalization  of 
International  and  tpe  remaining  useful  life 
after  conversion  of  Texarkana  1. 

FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  the 
added  capital  Investment  costs  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financial 
capabilities  of  International  to  assume  such 
costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  ’The  total  estimated  annual  increase 
In  costs  (amortized  Increased  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs)  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal 
as  opposed  to  oil  and  natural  gas  attributable 
to  compliance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other 
NOI’s  which  are  currently  under  considera¬ 
tion  has  been  determined.  FEA  also  took 
Into  consideration  total  annual  costs  result¬ 
ing  from  comiriiance  with  all  other  Notices 
of  Intention,  to  date.  If  any,  to  issue  Prohi¬ 
bition  or  Construction  Orders,  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Orders,  If  any,  issued  to  date  under  authority 
of  Section  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  Inter¬ 
national  MFBI’s. 

Notwithstanding  the  potential  offsetting 
aggregate  value  of  fuel  cost  savings,  attrib¬ 
utable  to  compliance  with  this  NOI  and 
all  other  NOI’s  currently  under  consideration, 
International’s  total  annual  costs  after 
conversion  will  increase  by  $738,346. 

B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of 
ESECA.  Because  the  Issuance  of  a  Prohibition 
Order  to  Texarkana  1  will  discourage  the  use 
of  natural  gas  or  petroleum  products  and  en- 
coiuage  the  increased  use  of  coal,  FEA  pro¬ 
poses  to  conclude  that  this  action  would  be 
consistent  with  the  piirpose  of  ESECA  to 
provide  a  means  to  assist  In  meeting  the  es¬ 
sential  needs  of  the  United  States  for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analy¬ 
sis  adilch  FEA  Is  required  to  conduct  prior 
to  Issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity 
for  this  MFBI  to  comply  with  the  Clean  Air 
Act  and  other  applicable  environmental  pro¬ 
tection  requirements,  FEIA  proposes  to  con¬ 
clude  that  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Texarkana 
1  would  be  consistent  with  the  purpose  of 
ESECA  to  provide  for  a  means  to  assist  In 
meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the  United 
States  for  fuels  In  a  manner  which  Is  consist¬ 
ent,  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable,  with  ex¬ 
isting  national  commitments  to  protect  and 
Improve  the  environment. 

nX.  COAX.  AHD  COAL  TBANSPOXTATION  FACILI¬ 
TIES  WILL  BE  AVAILABLE  TO  THIS  MFBI  DUX- 

ING  THE  FEEICM)  CTMTIL  DBCEMBBl  31.  1984 

A.  Coal  availalHHty.  1.  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  natlcmal  needs  tor 
the  foreseeable  future.  UB.  Department  of 
the  Intertm’,  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data 
show  a  demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of  ovw 
400  blUlcm  tons,  over  half  of  which  Is  cur- 
Kntly  technically  and  economically  recover¬ 
able  (Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base  of  tbe^ 
UnltM  States  by  Sulfur  Category,  on  Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1976) 


(hereafter  "BOM  Survey’’) ) .  Within  these  re¬ 
coverable  reserves  approximately  200  billion 
tons  contain  1  percent  or  less  sulfur  by 
weight.  To  determine  when  certain  quanti¬ 
ties  of  these  reserves  are  expected  to  be  avail¬ 
able,  FEA  has  examined  several  studies  ref¬ 
erenced  herein,  which  together  provide  the 
best  current  evidence  as  to  coal  availability 
for  the  period  ending  December  31,  1984. 

2.  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  ccal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncom¬ 
mitted  planned  national  coal  production 
(derived  from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal 
producing  companies)  shows  that  there 
should  be  sufficient  production  of  coal  to 
meet  the  total  national  demand  through 
1980.  Beyond  1080,  plans  for  new  production 
are  not  yet  fully  developed  because  few 
coal  producers  have  firm  expansion  plans 
that  extend  that  far  Into  the  future;  how¬ 


ever,  the  projected  total  planned  national 
coal  production  for  1986  already  meets  99 
percent  of  the  total  U.S.  demand  expected 
In  19R5.  With  time,  more  potential  mine  de¬ 
velopments  will  become  firm  plans,  thus  In- 
creasine  the  planned  production, 
a.  National  coal  nroductUm.  It  is  conserva¬ 


tively  estimated  that  It  will  be  practicable 
to  produce  coal  nationally  in  at  least  the 
following  quantities: 

Production 


Tear: 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 
19R4 
1986 


potential 
(million  trms\ 

.  732. 3 

.  791.6 

.  861.4 

_  911.7 

.  960. 0 

.  994. 3 

. 1,017.4 

.  1,028.7 

.  1,029.6 


’The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA’s  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accrurate 
plans  tor  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1980.  ’The  1986  projection,  therefore,  tends  to 
underestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  study.  Coal  Availability  Report, 
April  1977,  (hereafter  "Availability  Report), 
Indicates  current  plans  for  nationwide  pro¬ 
duction  of  uncommitted  coal  as  follows: 


Production 

Tear:  (million  tons) 

1978  . 124.3 

1979  - . - .  243.1 

1980  _ 293.3 

1981  _ _ —  360.0 

1982  369.9 

1983  _  396.2 

1984  .  476.6 

1986  . - .  644.9 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohftfition  order  demand.  The  estimated  na¬ 
tional  demand,  excluding  any  increased  de¬ 
mand  resulting  from  FEA  action  under  the 
authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA,  is  as 
follows  (FEA  1976  National  Energy  Outlook) : 


Demand 

Tear:  (million  tons) 

1978  _ _ —  730 

1979  .  764 

1980  — _ 799 

1981  .  842 

1982  .  887 

1983  . 935 

1984  _ _ —  985 

1986  .  1,040 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  ’The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohlbltlcai 
CMers  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 


hibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  imder  author¬ 
ity  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  is  no  more  than 
the  following  (“Availability  Reprat") : 


Demand 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1978  _ _ - _ _ 11.0 

1979  . - . . 22.4 

1980  _ 32.6 

1981  . 36.8 

1982  .  57.4 

1983  . 59.8 

1984  .  59.8 


3.  Characteristic  coal  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  FEA’s  “Availability  Report"  indentlfies 
coal  of  qieclfic  quality  characteristics  avail¬ 
able  for  use  at  this  MFBI.  ’The  survey  is  based 
on  data  from  31  mining  cmnpanles  that  sup¬ 
plied  useful  infiMmstion  on  96  mining  units. 
Responses  from  these  companies  identified 
planned  production  of  coal  which  is  not 
now  committed  to  a  specific  buyer.  For 
those  companies  which  did  not  respond  to 
the  survey,  FEA  estimated  their  uncom¬ 
mitted  planned  production  based  on  their 
1974  production. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for  this 
MFBI.  FEA’s  “AvailabUity  Report"  has  de¬ 
termined  that  a  boiler  of  the  type  used  at 
Texarkana  1  will  be  able  to  bum  coal  ot  the 
following  characteristics  and  comply  with  all 
applicable  air  pollution  control  require¬ 
ments. 


Btu’s/lb . - . » 10, 000 

Moisture  (percent) _  *  16 

Ash  (percent) _  *  20 

Volatile  (percent) _  *16 

Ash  softening  temp.  (*F) -  *  2, 200 

Sulfur  (ai^roximately) -  *0.7 

*  Minimum. 

*  Maximum. 


b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  this 
MFBI.  The  potential  demand  tor  coal,  of  the 
type  described  above,  which  would  result 
from  this  NOI  is  estimated  to  bo  as  follows: 

Demand 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1980  and  thereafter - 161 

c.  National  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  FEA’s  "AvailabUity  Report"  has  de¬ 
termined  that  coal  of  the  type  described  m 
paragraph  A.3.a.,  above.  Is  uncommitted  to  a 
specific  buyer  and  wlU  be  potentially  avail¬ 
able  to  this  MFBI  In  a  nationwide  market 
ao  follows: 


Production 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  _  64, 090 

1979  _  97, 326 

1980  _  124,328 

1981  _  149,262 

1982  _ _ _ _ -  168,268 

1983  _  170,320 

1984  _  201,207 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 
’The  national  planned  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  In  paragraph  A.3.C., 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal  re¬ 
gardless  of  characteristic  expected  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
aU  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued 
to  date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA.  National  ESECA  Prohibition  Order 
demand  as  previously  stated  In  paragraph 
A.2.C.,  above.  Is  no  more  than  the  foUowlng 
("Availability  Report") : 


Demand 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  . 11,082 

1979  _  22,434 

1980  . 32,483 

1981  .  86,766 
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1082  _  57,362 

1983  _ 69,816 

1984  . . — . 69,816 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  character- 
istie  ooal.  Co«l  with  the  characteristics  de¬ 
scribed  In  paragraph  A.3ji.,  above.  Is  uncom¬ 
mitted  and  will  be  potentially  available  to 
the  MFBI  (In  a  probable  regional  supply/ 
demand  relationship  related  to  the  location 
of  the  MFBI)  from  BOM  Districts  7,  8  and 
13  as  follows  (“Availability  Report") : 


Production 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  _  19,952 

1970  . - .  33. 160 

1980  _  37,779 

1981  - .  44,246 

1982  . . . 47, 145 

1983  .  61,293 

1084  .  58,891 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristic. 
The  expected  regional  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  In  paragraph  A.3.e., 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7,  8  and  13  expected  to  result  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  Is¬ 
sue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 
This  potential  regional  demand  Is  estimated 
In  PEA’S  "Availability  Report”  to  be  no  more 
than  the  following: 


Demand 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  . . - . -  3,268 

1979  _  9, 149 

1980  _  18,321 

1981  _ 18,006 

1982  _  23,682 

1983  _  24,096 

1984  _  24,095 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  by  sulfur  characteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  for  coal  from 
BOM  DUtrlcts  7,  8,  and  13  with  a  0.61-1.0 
percent  sulfm*  content  (which  Includes  the 
0.7  percent  maximum  sulfur  content  de¬ 
scribed  In  paragraph  A.3.a.,  above)  resulting 
frmn  this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  In¬ 
tention  to  Issue  Prc^bltlon  Orders  to  date 
and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders 
Issued  to  date  under  the  authority  of  Sec¬ 
tion  2(a)  of  ESECA  Is  estimated  In  FEA’s 
“Availability  Report”  to  be  no  more  than 
the  following: 

Demand 

(thousand  tons). 
Percent  sulfur 


Tear: 

1978  . 

1979  . 

1980  . 

1981  . 

1982  . 

1983  _ 

1984  . 


_  2,831 

_  6, 678 

.  9, 839 

. 11,028 

_ 16,292 

. 18,292 

_ 16,292 


The  regional  planned  production  of  ooal 
stated  in  pcu-agraph  AS.e.,  above,  with  the 
characteristics  described  In  paragraph  A,3a., 
above,  far  exceeds  this  potential  ESECA  re¬ 
gional  demand  for  ooal  by  sulfur  characterls- 
Uc. 

4.  State  or  local  laws.  FKA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the  ex¬ 
traction  or  utilization  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  flguree,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FBAIs  attention. 

5.  Conclusion.  FBA's  “Availability  Report" 
has  Identifled  nationally  and  in  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7.  8  and  IS  uncommitted  ooal  pro- 
ductloh  that  meets  the  requirements  of  Tex¬ 


arkana  1  as  described  In  paragraph  A,Sa,. 
above.  FBA  proposes  to  find  that  this  imcom- 
mltted  coal  exists  In  amounts  sufficient  In 
any  year  to  meet  the  estimated  additional 
demand  for  coal,  both  nationally  and  from 
these  Districts,  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from 
all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  nohlbltlon  OrdMB  Issued  to  date 
imder  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 

Coal  for  this  MFBI  will  probably  be  bought 
from  producers  according  to  regional  supply/ 
demand  relationships  related  to  the  MFBT’s 
location  from  BOM  Districts  7,  8  and  13.  FEA 
observes,  however,  that  the  MFBI  could  pur¬ 
chase  coal  In  other  markets  as  such  produc¬ 
tion  becomes  available.  (The  Feasibility  of 
Considering  Expanded  Use  of  Western  Coal 
by  Midwestern  and  Eastern  Utilities  In  the 
Period  1978  and  Beyond,  School  of  Engineer¬ 
ing.  University  of  Pennsylvania,  November 
7.  1975.) 

B.  Coal  transportation.  1.  Location  of 
MFBI  and  coal  supply.  Based  on  an  FEA 
study.  Coal  Transportation  Availability  Re¬ 
port.  April  197’b  (hereafter  “Transportation 
Availability  Report"),  coal  for  Texarkana  1 
would  probably  come  from  BOM  District  8 
as  the  primary  supply  area  and  from  BOM 
District  17  as  the  alternate  supply  area. 
While  these  supply  regions  are  among  the 
nearest  available  sources  able  to  supply 
comolylng  coal  to  the  plant,  comnlylng  coal 
could  be  tranferred  by  rail  from  other  Identi¬ 
fied  sources  within  the  United  States  as  well. 
The  analysis  of  transportation  avallabllty  Is 
based  on  the  most  likely  route  as  well  as 
two  alternate  routes.  These  routes  were 
chosen  to  demonstrate  transportation  avail¬ 
ability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  The  primary 
route  for  coal  delivery  for  Texarkana  1  Is  to 
originate  coal  In  BOM  District  8  near  Hazard, 
Kentucky  on  the  Louisville  and  Nashville 
(L&N)  Railroad.  The  LAN  would  move  It 
via  Louisville,  Kentucky  to  Memnhls,  Ten¬ 
nessee  where  the  St.  Louis  Southwestern 
(SSW)  picks  It  up  for  delivery  to  Texarkana 
1.  The  total  rail  ^stance  Is  about  900  miles. 

The  alternate  route  for  coal  delivery  from 
the  primary  supply  area  would  originate  In 
BOM  District  8  on  the  Kanawha  River,  West 
Virginia.  Barges  of  the  Ohio  River  Company 
or  the  Crounse  Corporation  would  carry  It 
via  the  Ohio  and  Mississippi  Rivers  to  ooal 
docks  at  Memphis,  Tennessee  where  the 
Chicago,  Rock  Island  and  Padflc  (CRIP) 
would  reload  the  coal  and  move  It  to  Little 
Rock,  Arkansas  where  the  Missouri  Pacific 
(MP)  would  pick  It  up  to  deliver  to  Tex¬ 
arkana  1.  The  total  rail  distance  Is  about  280 
miles  with  a  water  leg  of  about  980  miles. 

An  alternate  route  for  coal  delivery  from 


the  alternate  supply  area  would  originate 
In  BOM  District  17  In  the  Grand  Junction. 
Colorado  area.  The  Denver  and  Rio  Grande 
Western  (D&RGW)  would  carry  It  to  Pueblo. 
Colorado.  The  Atchesrm,  Topeka  and  Santa 
Fe  (ATSF)  will  then  take  the  coal  via  Boise 
City.  Oklahoma,  to  Amarillo,  Texas  where 
the  Fort  Worth  and  Denver  would  then  take 
the  coal  to  Fort  Worth.  Texas.  The  St.  Louis 
and  Southwestern  would  pick  up  the  coal 
for  delivery  to  Texarkana  1.  The  total  raU 
distance  Is  about  1210  miles. 

3.  Originating  trunk  carrier.  The  L&N,  the 
originating  carrier  of  coal  for  Texarkana  1 
has  about  34,000  hopper  can  in  service 
has  been  Increasing  this  number  by  about 
2,0<X>  cars  per  year.  Using  an  average  num¬ 
ber  of  20  deliveries  per  year  per  76-ton  car, 
the  L&N  may  need  as  many  as  117  additional 
cars  to  handle  the  Increased  demand  from 
Texarkana  1.  This  estimate  assumes  that  the 
railroad  would  neither  have  excess  originat¬ 
ing  capacity  nor  obtain  cars  from  other 
carriers  In  the  originating  vicinity. 

FEA’s  “TransporUtlon  AvaUabUlty  Re¬ 
port”  concluded  that  for  all  potential  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  candidates  studied,  there 
would  be  no  major  contralnts  In  transport¬ 
ing  coal.  This  study  examined  existing  rail 
transportation  car  capacity,  water  transpor¬ 
tation  capacity  Including  unloading  docks, 
where  applicable,  and  took  Into  account  pro¬ 
jections  made  by  all  carriers  to  meet  the  an¬ 
ticipated  demand  for  all  types  of  transporta¬ 
tion  facilities  assuming  all  MFBl’s  studied 
were  to  receive  orders  under  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA. 

The  L&N  Indicated  that  transportation  fa¬ 
cilities  at  those  mine  sites  within  BOM  Dis¬ 
trict  8  served  by  the  L&N  are  In  good  condi¬ 
tion  and  that  loading  facilities  could  handle 
the  required  coal  volumes. 

FEA  has  not  found  nor  has  it  been  In¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  carry¬ 
ing  coal  for  any  originating  alternate  or  In¬ 
termediate  carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Destiriation  carrier  and  plant  facilities. 
The  SSW  and  MP  both  provide  freight  serv¬ 
ice  to  Texarkana,  'Texas.  Texarkana  1  has  In¬ 
dicated  that  coed  \mloadlng  and  handling  fa¬ 
cilities  would  need  to  be  Installed.  It  Is  ex¬ 
pected  that  these  Installations  can  be  ac¬ 
complished  prior  to  the  effective  date  for 
coal  burning. 

There  are  no  other  obstacles  to  the  delivery 
of  coal  to  Texarkana  1. 

5.  Conclusion.  Coal  transportation  facilities 
will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Prohibition 
Order  Is  expected  to  be  In  effect  since  no  ma¬ 
jor  constraints  to  coal  delivery  over  the  pri¬ 
mary  route  to  Texarkana  1  presently  exist, 
and  alternate  routes  are  available. 


ApPEiroix  B — ^Pao^sxD  Pmoufcs  akd  Ratiohaix  roa  Notice  or  Imtewtioh  to  Issue  a 

Peordition  Oedee 

ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  Issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  major  fuel  burning  Installation  (MFBI).  FEA’s  proposed  findings  are 
set  out  below  with  respect  to  the  MFBI's  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions 


are  also  set 

forth. 

Docket  No. 

Owner 

Installation 

Unit  No. 

Location 

OCU-07M 

Intemstional  Paper  Co . 

. Pine  Bluff  plant.. . 

1,2 

Pine  Bluff,  Ark. 

These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed  by' 
FEA.  are  based  on  the  Information  that  has 
been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA  prior 
to  the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Intention 
(NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

International  Paper  Company  shall  be 
referred  to  as  the  "owner”  and  as  ‘Tnter- 
natlonal”.  Pine  Bluff  Plant  Units  1  and  2 
shall  be  referred  to  as  the  “MFBl’s”  and  as 
“Pine  Bluff  1  and  2". 


1.  capabutt  and  necessaet  plant  equipment 
TO  BUEN  COAL 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 1974, 
Pine  Bluff  1  and  2  had  the  capability  and 
necessacy  plant  eouipment  to  bum  coal. 
This  propoeed  finding  Is  bassd  on  the  facts 
and  Interpretations  stated  below: 

A.  IntemaUonal.  In  a  Major  Fuel  Burning 
Installation  Ooal  Conversion  Report,  Section 
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n.  Questions  8,  and  13-14,  (Form  mA  C- 
603-8-0),  filed  on  May  30.  1975,  Indicated 
that  each  MFBI  had  In  place  on  June  32, 
1074.  a  holler  that  was  capidile  of  burning 
coal.  The  hollers  had  been  designed  tad  con* 
structed  or  modified  to  bum  coal  as  their 
primary  energy  source,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  on  June  22,  1974,  the  MFBI's  may 
not  have  been  burning  coal  as  their  primary 
energy  source. 

B.  Based  on  Information  International 
filed  with  FEA  dated  August  11.  1976,  and 
other  Information  available  to  FEA.  the  fol* 
lowmg  plant  equipment  and  facilities  at  Pine 
Blviff  1  and  2  would  have  to  be  acquired  or 
refurbished  In  order  for  these  MFBI’s  to  bum 
coal  as  their  primary  energy  source: 

1.  Unloaders;  2.  Conveyors;  3.  Crushers; 
4.  Scales;  6.  Feeders;  6.  Air  heaters;  7.  C<Mn* 
bustorr,  8.  Soot  blowers;  9.  Controls;  10.  Ash 
handling  and  ponding. 

C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 
1974,  Pine  Bluff  1  and  2  had  all  other  signifi¬ 
cant  plant  equipment  and  facilities  asso¬ 
ciated  with  the  burning  of  coal. 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
reg\ilatlons  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
'the  equipment  and  facilities  listed  In  para¬ 
graph  B,  above,  do  not  mdlvldually  or  In 
combination  constitute  a  lack  of  capability 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coal 
as  of  June  22,  1974. 

n.  THS  BTTBiriNO  OT  COAL  IN  UXU  OF  NATUEAl. 

CAS  oa  PBTBOLEUlt  PRODUCTS  IS  PRACTICABLC 

AND  CONSnSTKNT  WITH  THS  PURPOSES  OP 

ESECA 

raA  prc^Kises  to  find  that  the  burning  of 
coal  In  Ueu  of  petroleum  products  or  natural 
gas  at  Pine  Huff  1  and  2  Is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  This 
proposed  finding  Is  based  upon  an  analysis  by 
FEA  of  the  fuel  consumption  of  these  boilers 
for  the  year  1975,  the  remaining  useful  service 
life  of  each  boiler  after  conversion,  the  net 
operating  cost  differential  that  would  result 
from  compliance  with  a  Prohibition  Order,  as 
well  as  the  facts  and  interpretations  refer¬ 
enced  below: 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable. — 
1.  XnffciTMied  fuel  auppUea. 

Curtailment  of  natural  ga$  supply.  Based 
on  Information  obtained  from  the  Federal 
Power  Commission,  the  natural  gas  suppUei:. 
and  In  certain  cases  the  owner.  FEA  pre- 
siunes  that  these  MFBI’s  will  experience  a 
substantial  curtailment  of  their  present  sup¬ 
ply  of  natural  gas.  ’This  curtailment  will  re¬ 
sult  In  Increased  reliance  on  alternate  fuels 
In  the  future. 

2.  Costs  associated  vHth  burning  coal. — 

a.  Capital  investment  costs.  The  total  esti¬ 
mated  Initial  capital  Investment  costs.  In¬ 
cluding  financing  costs,  that  would  result 
frcHn  the  acquisition  and  refurbishment  of 
equipment  and  facilities  associated  with  the 
burning  of  coal  at  Pine  Bluff  1  and  2  have 
been  determined. 

’This  determination  was  based  on  existing 
FEA  Information  and  analysis  as  well  as  In¬ 
formation  filed  with  F^  by  the  owner.  Ap¬ 
proximate  costs  to  comply  with  applicable 
environmental  protection  requirements  have 
also  been  considered,  including  the  cost  of 
compliance  with  the  air  pollution  contrcfi 
requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  The  expected  Increase  in  operating 
and  maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs,  that  would  result  from  the  burning 
of  coal  has  been  calculated  baaed  on  Infor¬ 
mation  supplied  by  the  owner  or  otherwise 
acquired  by  FSA. 

c.  Fuel  costs.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  an¬ 
nual  fuel  consumption  and  fuel  cost  infor¬ 
mation  supplied  by  ttie  owner/or,  in 


appropriate  circumstances,  upon  FEA’s  fuel 
cost  estimates,  FEA  has  determined  that  the 
burning  of  coal  In  lieu  of  natural  gas  or  pe¬ 
troleum  products  at  Pine  Bluff  1  and  3  will 
result  In  a  decrease  In  annual  fuel  costs. 

d.  Net  operating  cost  differential.  Based  on 
the  factors  stated  In  paragraphs  A.lA.-e., 
above,  as  well  as  the  expected  remaining  use¬ 
ful  life  of  the  boilers  after  conversion,  FEA 
has  determined  that  the  net  annual  op¬ 
erating  cost  differential,  hereafter  “NOCD”, 
(which  represents  Uie  difference  between  op¬ 
erating  the  boilers  with  coal  and  alternate 
fuel(s)  as  their  primary  energy  source),  re¬ 
sulting  from  the  conversion  of  Pine  Bluff  1 
and  2  will  represent  an  annual  savings. 

3.  Reasonableness  of  additional  costs  of 
burning  coal.  Ihe  following  analysis  of  the 
costs  of  conversion  provides  the  basis  for 
deciding  that  compliance  with  the  pro¬ 
posed  order  Is  not  unreasonable. 

By  converting  from  burning  natural  gas 
to  burning  coal  as  the  primary  energy  source 
these  MFBI’s  would  experience  a  net  annual 
operating  cost  Increase,  but  would  save  a 
substantial  amount  of  natural  gas.  This  cost 
would  only  be  Incurred  for  a  limited  period 
because  these  .MFBI’s  will  eventually  ex¬ 
perience  a  substantial  curtailment  of  their 
supply  of  natural  gas.  If  the  prohibition 
order  were  not  Issued  to  these  MFBI’s  they 
could  alternately  replace  their  current  natu¬ 
ral  gas  supply  with  either  petroleum  prod¬ 
ucts  or  coal  for  the  period  following  such 
substantial  curtailment  of  their  natural  gas 
supply. 

In  the  calculatlcm  of  the  NOCD,  FEA 
has  considered  oil  as  a  substitute  fuel  for 
curtailed  natural  gas.  In  calculating  the 
NOCD,  In  those  Instances  wh««  the  MFBI 
has  experienced  no  curtailment  of  its  nat¬ 
ural  gas  supply,  FEA  considered  the  present 
fuel  usage.  ITie  net  annual  operating  cost 
differential  for  these  MFBI’s  resulting  from 
operating  on  coal  as  their  primary  energy 
source.  Instead  of  petroleum  products  (and/ 
or  natural  gas  where  applicable) ,  will  repre¬ 
sent  an  annual  savings. 

Since  the  use  of  the  coal  alternative,  in¬ 
stead  of  petroleum  products,  could  be  ex¬ 
pected  to  result  in  a  net  cost  savings,  FEA 
has  determined  that  the  prohibition  against 
burning  natural  gas  or  petroleum  products 
as  the  primary  energy  source  at  these  MFBI’s 
Is  not  unreasonable. 

’The  additional  costs  that  would  be  Incurred 
from  prohibiting  the  burning  of  natural  gas 
as  the  primary  energy  source  at  these  MFBI’s 
would  only  be  Incurred  for  a  limited  period 
of  time.  In  view  of  the  scarcity  of  national 
supplies  of  natural  gas  and  the  likelihood 
that  Pine  Bluff  1  and  2  will  experience  a  sub¬ 
stantial  curtailment  of  their  present  supply 
of  natural  gas  In  the  future,  FEA  has  deter¬ 
mined  that  the  cost  of  burning  coal  In  lieu 
of  natural  gas  Is  not  unreasonable.  {Pinal 
Revort  Oil  and  Oas  Resources,  Reserves,  and 
Productive  Oapaetties  Volumes  I  and  II,  Fed¬ 
eral  Energy  Administration,  October  1975.) 
This  determination  Is  further  supported  by 
consideration  of  the  savings  that  would  re¬ 
sult  from  the  burning  of  coal  In  Ueu  of 
potential  alternate  petixXeum  products  for 
the  period  after  which  the  natural  gas  sup¬ 
ply  to  Pine  Bluff  1  and  3  would  be  substan¬ 
tially  curtailed. 

4.  Financial  capability  of  the  oumer. — a. 
Recovery  of  capital  investment.  FEA  proposes 
to  find  that  oompllanoe  with  a  Prohibition 
Order  by  Pine  Bluff  1  and  3  would  be  eco- 
nomlcaUy  fessdble.  FBAIs  analysis  took  Into 
ctaslderatlon  the  financial  ciqiabUlty  of  the 
owner  and  Is  based  uoon  the  owner’s  finan¬ 
cial  position  as  reported  In  the  Dun  and 
Bradstreet  Reference  Book  (March  19771. 
Where  necessary,  FEA  performed  an  Inde¬ 


pendent  analysis  of  the  owner's  financial 
capability,  considering  such  factors  as  the 
owner’s  current  financial  statement  and  the 
additional  capital  Investment  required  for 
the  owner  to  comply  with  this  NCH  and  aU 
other  NOI’s  which  are  currently  under  con¬ 
sideration.  as  weU  as  additional  capital  In¬ 
vestment  costs  related  to  aU  other  Notices 
of  Intention,  to  date.  If  any.  to  Issue  Pro¬ 
hibition  or  Construction  Orders,  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Orders,  If  any.  Issued  to  date  under  authority 
of  Section  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  MFBI’s 
owned  by  International.  FEA  related  these 
additional  capital  Investment  costs  to  the 
total  capitalization  of  International  and  the 
remaining  useful  life  after  conversion  of 
Pine  Bluff  1  and  2. 

FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  the 
added  capital  Investment  costs  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financial 
capabilities  of  International  to  assume  such 
costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  ’The  total  estimated  annual  Increase 
In  costs  (amortized  Increased  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  co^ts  and  other  costa,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs)  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal 
as  opposed  to  oil  attributable  to  compliance 
with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s  which  are 
currently  under  consideration  has  been  de¬ 
termined.  FEA  also  took  Into  consideration 
total  annual  costs  resulting  from  compliance 
with  all  other  Notices  of  Intention,  to  date. 
If  any,  to  Issue  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Orders,  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition 
or  Construction  Orders,  If  any.  Issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  3  (a)  and  (c)  of 
ESECA  to  International  MFBI’s. 

Notwithstanding  the  potential  offsetting 
aggregate  value  of  fuel  cost  savings  attribut¬ 
able  to  compliance  with  this  NOI  and  all 
other  NOI’s  currently  under  consideration, 
International’s  total  annual  costs  after  con¬ 
version  should  Increase  by  8738,345. 

B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA. 
Because  the  Issuance  of  a  Prohibition  Order 
to  Pine  Bluff  1  and  3  will  discourage  the 
use  of  natural  gas  or  petroleum  products 
and  encourage  the  Increased  use  of  coal, 
FEA  proposes  to  conclude  that  this  action 
would  be  consistent  with  the  purpose  of 
ESECA  to  provide  a  means  to  assist  In  meet¬ 
ing  the  essential  needs  of  the  United  States 
for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analysis 
which  FEA  Is  required  to  conduct  fulor  to 
latnance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity  for 
this  MFBI  to  comply  with  the  Clean  Air  Act 
and  other  applicable  environmental  protec¬ 
tion  requirements,  FEA  proposes  to  conclude 
that  a  Prtalbltlon  Order  to  Pine  Bluff  1  and 
3  would  be  consistent  with  the  purpose  of 
ESECA  to  provide  for  a  means  to  assist  In 
meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the  United 
States  for  fuels  In  a  manner  which  Is  con¬ 
sistent,  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable, 
sdth  existing  national  commitments  to  pro¬ 
tect  and  Improve  the  environment. 

m.  COaL  AND  COAL  TRAWSPOaTATION  VAciLmxa 

wnx  as  AVAILABLE  TO  TRBBR  imi’S  DURUtQ 

THB  PERIOD  UNTIL  DBCEKBER  SI.  ISSA. 

A.  Coal  availability. — 1.  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  foreseeahle  future.  U.8.  Department  of 
the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data 
show  a  demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of 
over  400  billion  tons,  over  half  of  which 
Is  currently  technically  and  economically  re- 
covnwble.  (Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base 
of  the  United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on 
January  1. 1974.  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1976) 
(hereafter  “BOM  Survey”]).  Within  these 
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reoowimble  reserves  approximately  200  bil¬ 
lion  tons  contain  1  percMit  or  less  sulfur  by 
weight.  To  determine  when  certain  quan¬ 
tities  of  these  reserves  are  expected  to  be 
available.  FKA  has  examined  several  studies 
referenced  herein,  which  together  provide 
the  best  current  evidence  as  to  coal  avaU- 
ablllty  for  the  period  ending  December  31. 
1984. 

2.  Sational  cotU  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  oocU  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncommitted 
planned  national  coal  production  (derived 
from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal  producing 
companies)  shows  that  there  should  be  suf¬ 
ficient  production  of  coal  to  meet  the  total 
national  demand  through  1980.  Beyond  1980. 
plans  for  new  production  are  not  yet  fully 
devel(^>ed  because  few  coal  producers  have 
firm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far 
Into  the  future;  however,  the  projected  total 
planned  national  coal  production  for  198S 
already  meets  99  percent  of  the  total  UB. 
demand  expected  In  198S.  With  time,  more 
potential  mine  developments  will  become 
firm  plans,  thus  Increasing  the  planned 
production. 

a.  Nation<a  coal  production.  It  Is  conserva¬ 
tively  estimated  that  It  will  be  practicable 
to  produce  coal  nationally  In  at  least  the 
following  quantities: 

Production 

potential 

Year:  (million  tons) 


1977  . 

1978  _ 

1979  _ 

1980  . 

1981  . 

1982  . 

1983  _ 

1984  . 

1985  - 


723.3 
791.8 

851.4 
911.7 
960.0 
994.3 

1.  017. 4 
1.  028.7 
1.  029.6 


coal  resulting  from  this  NOI.  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition 
Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under  author¬ 
ity  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  is  no  more  than 
the  following  ("AvailablUty  Report") : 


Demand 

Year:  (million  tone) 

1978  .  11.0 

1979  . . .  22. 4 

1980  .  32. 5 

1981  . . - .  35.8 

1982  .  57.4 

1983  .  59.8 

1984  . - .  59.  8 


3.  Characteristic  coal  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  PEA'S  “Availability  Report”  Identifies 
coal  of  specific  quality  characteristics  avail¬ 
able  for  use  at  these  MTOI'a  The  survey  Is 
based  on  data  from  31  mining  companies 
that  supplied  useful  Information  on  96  min¬ 
ing  units.  Responses  from  these  companies 
Idsntlfied  planned  production  of  coal  which 
Is  not  now  committed  to  a  specific  buj-er.  Por 
those  companies  which  did  not  respond  to 
the  survey.  PEA  estimated  their  uncommitted 
planned  production  based  on  their  1974 
production. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  jor 
these  MFBl’s.  PEA’s  “Availability  Report”  has 
determined  that  boilers,  of  the  type  used 
at  Pine  Bluff  1  and  2  will  be  able  to  bum 
coal  of  the  following  characteristics  and  com¬ 
ply  with  all  applicable  air  pollution  control 
requirements. 


Btu's/lb.  . . *10,000 

Moisture  (percent) _  *15 

Ash  (percent) _  *20 

Volatile  (percent) _  *  15 

Ash  softening  temperature  (*P) _  *2,375 

Sulfur  (percent) _  *  0. 7 


*  Mlmlmxun. 

*  Maximum, 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
PEA’S  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1980.  The  1985  projection,  therefore,  tends 
to  underestimate  actual  production  poten¬ 
tial. 

An  PEA  study.  Coal  Avatlabilitp  Report, 
April  1977.  (hereafter  “Availability  Report”), 
Indicates  current  plans  for  nationwide  pro¬ 
duction  of  unoommltte4  coal  as  follows: 


Year: 


Production 
(million  tons) 


1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 
1986 


124.3 

243.1 

293.3 
350.0 

369.9 

396.2 
475.5 

544.9 


b.  National  demand  >  exclusive  of  tSECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated  na¬ 
tional  demand,  excluding  any  Increased 
demand  resulting  from  RA  aotlcm  under 
the  authorltv  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA.  Is 
as  follows  (PEA  1976  National  Energy  Out¬ 


look)  : 

Demand 

Year:  (milMon  tons) 

1978  _  780 

1979  . 764 

1980  -  799 

1981  _  842 

1982  -  887 

1988  . 936 

1984  _  985 

1986  -  1,040 

8 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  tor 


b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  this 
MFBt.  The  potential  demand  for  o^,  of  the 
type  described  above,  which  would  result 
from  this  NOI  Is  estimated  to  be  as  follows: 

Demand 

Year:  (f/iottsand  tons) 

1979  and  thereafter _  303 

c.  National  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  PEA’S  “AvailabUlty  Report”  has 
determined  that  coal  of  the  type  described  In 
paragraph  ABa..  above.  Is  uncommitted  to 
a  specific  buyer  and  will  be  potentially  avail¬ 
able  to  these  MFBl’s  In  a  nationwide  market 
as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  .  54,090 

1979  .  97, 326 

1980  _  124,328 

1981  . 149,252 

1982  . 158.268 

1983  .  170,320 

1984  . .  201,207 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  ooal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 
The  national  planned  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  In  paragraph  AB.c., 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  ooal 
regardless  of  characteristics  expected  from 
this  NOI,  flom  all  other  Notices  of  Intention 
to  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Pndilbltion  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Sectkm  2(a)  of 
ESECA.  National  ESECA  Prohibition  Order 
demand  as  firevlously  stated  In  paragraph 
AB.o.,  above,  la  no  more  than  the  following 
(“Availability  Beport”) : 


Demand 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  .  11,032 

1979  .  22,434 


1980  .  32.483 

1981  . 35,766 

1982  . 57.362 

1983  . - . .  69,816 

1984  . 59,815 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  Ooal  with  the  characteristics  de¬ 
scribed  In  paragraph  ABa.,  above.  Is  imcom- 
mltted  and  will  be  potentially  available  to 
these  MPBFs  (In  a  probable  regional  supply/ 
demand  relationship  related  to  the  location 
of  these  MPBFs)  from  B(Hf  Districts  7.  8 
and  13  as  follows  (“Availability  Report”) : 


Production 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  .  19,962 

1979  . .  33,160 

1980  _  37,779 

1981  .  44,246 

1982  .  47,145 

1983  .  51,293 

1984  . 58,891 


f.  Regional  ESECA  proAtMtion  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristic. 
The  expected  regional  production  of  char¬ 
acteristic  coal,  as  stated  In  paragraph  A.8.e.. 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7.  8  and  13  expected  to  result  from  this 
NOI.  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  3(a)  of 
ESECA.  This  potential  regional  demand  Is 
estimated  In  PEA’S  “Availability  Report”  to 
be  no  more  than  the  following: 


Year: 


Demand 
(thousand  tons) 


1978  . . . . .  3.  268 

1979  . 9,149 

1980  .  16,821 

1981  .  18,005 

1982  .  23,682 

1983  . 34,096 

1984  . 34,096 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  by  sulfur  characteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  for  ooal  from  BCMf 
Districts  7,' 8.  and  13  with  a  0.61-1.0  percent 
sulfur  content*  (which  Includes  the  0.7  per¬ 
cent  maximum  sulfur  content  described  In 
paragraph  AAa.,  above)  resulting  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to  date 
under  the  authority  of  Section  3(a)  of  ESECA 
Is  estimated  In  PEA’s  “Availability  Report”  to 
be  no  more  than  the  following: 


Demand 
(thousand  tons) 
percent  sulfur 

Year:  0.S1  to  1.0 


1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 
1983 

1983 

1984 


...  3,881 

_  5. 678 

...  9,884 
...  11,038 

_ 16,292 

_ 16,392 

_ 16,392 


The  regional  plarmed  production  of  ooal 
stated  In  paragraph  AAe..  above,  with  the 
characteristics  described  In  paragraph  AAn. 
above,  far  exceeds  this  potential  ESECA  re¬ 
gional  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur  charac- 
terlstlc. 

4.  State  or  local  taws.  PEA  has  foimd  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the  ex¬ 
traction  or  utilisation  of  ooal  that  would  ad¬ 
versely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  RA’s  attention. 

6.  Conclusion.  PEA'S  “Availability  Report” 
has  Identified  nationally  and  In  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7,  8  and  13  uncommitted  ooal  produc¬ 
tion  that  meets  the  requirements  of  Pine 
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Bluff  1  and  a  as  described  In  paragraph 
A.3.a.,  above.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  this 
\incommltted  coal  exists  In  amounts 
sufficient  in  any  year  to  meet  the  estimated 
additional  demand  for  coal,  both  national* 
ly  and  from  these  Districts,  resulting  from 
this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Inten* 
tion  to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date 
and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders 
Issued  to  date  under  authority  of  Section 
a  (a)  ot  ESECA. 

Coal  for  these  MFBI’s  will  probably  be 
bought  from  producers  acccMxilng  to  regicmal 
st^>ply/demand  relationships  related  to  the 
MFBI’s  location  from  BOM  Districts  7.  8 
and  13.  FEA  observes,  however,  that  these 
MFBI’s  could  purchase  coal  in  other  mar¬ 
kets  as  such  production  becomes  available. 
(Ihe  Feasibility  of  Considering  Expanded 
Use  of  Western  Coal  by  Midwestern  and 
Eastern  Utilities  in  the  Period  1078  and 
Beycmd,  School  of  Engineering,  University 
of  Pennsylvania,  November  7,  1976.) 

B.  Cool  transportation. — 1.  Location  of 
MFBI’a  and  coal  supply.  Based  on  an  FEA 
study.  Coal  ’Transportation  Availability  Re¬ 
port,  April  1977,  (hereafter  “Transportation 
Availability  Report”),  coal  lot  Pine  Bluff  1 
and  2  would  probably  come  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
trict  8  as  the  ivimary  supply  area  and  from 
BOM  District  13  as  the  alternate  supply 
area.  While  these  supply  regions  are  among 
the  nearest  available  sources  able  to  supply 
complying  coal  to  these  plants,  complying 
coed  could  be  transferred  by  rail  from  other 
identified  sources  within  the  United  States 
as  well.  ’The  analysis  of  transp«‘tation  avail¬ 
ability  is  based  on  the  most  likely  route 
as  well  as  two  alternate  routes.  These  routes 
were  chosen  to  demonstrate  transpOTtatlon 
availability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  ’Ihe  primary 
route  for  coal  delivery  lor  Pine  Bluff  1  and 
2  would  originate  in  BOM  District  8  in  the 
Hazard,  Kentucky,  area  on  the  Louisville  imd 
NashvUle  (LAN)  RaUroad.  ’The  LAN  would 
move  the  coal  via  Louisville,  Kentucky  to 
Memphis,  Tennessee,  where  the  St.  Louis 
Southwestern  (SLSW)  would  then  deliver 
the  coal  to  Pine  Bluff  1  and  2.  The  total 
rail  distance  is  about  750  miles. 

An  alternate  route  for  coal  delivery  from 
the  prlm'try  supply  area  originates  in  BOM 
District  8  near  Clinton,  Tennessee,  on  the 
Southern  Railway  (Southern)  which  moves 
the  coal  via  Chattanooga  to  Memphis,  Ten¬ 
nessee,  where  the  SLSW  would  then  deliver 
the  coal  to  Pine  Bluff  1  and  2.  ’The  total  rail 
distance  is  about  660  miles. 

An  alternate  route  from  the  alternate  sup¬ 
ply  area  would  originate  coal  in  BOM  District 
13  in  the  Birmingham,  Alabama  area  on  the 
Southern  Railway.  Southern  would  carry  the 
coal  to  meridian,  Mississippi  where  the  Illi¬ 
nois  Central  Oulf  woiild  then  haul  the  coal 
via  Vicksburg,  Mississippi,  to  Tallulah,  Loui¬ 
siana.  Missouri  Pacific  would  then  carry  the 
coal  for  delivery  to  Pine  Bluff  1  and  2.  The 
total  rail  distance  about  460  miles. 

3.  Originating  trunk  carrier.  The  LAN,  the 
originating  carrier  of  coal  lor  Pine  Bluff  1  and 
2  has  over  SA.OOO  hopper  cars  in  service  and 
has  been  Increasing  this  number  by  about 
2,000  cars  per  year.  Using  an  average  number 
of  20  deliveries  per  year  per  76-ton  car,  the 
LAN  may  need  as  many  as  223  additional  cars 
to  handle  the  increased  demand  from  Pine 
Bluff  1  and  2.  This  estimate  assumes  that  the 
railroad  would  neither  have  excess  originat¬ 
ing  ci^aclty  nor  obtain  cars  from  other  car¬ 
riers  in  the  originating  vicinity. 

FEA’s  "TranspcMtatlon  Availability  Report” 
concluded  that  for  all  potential  Prohibition 
Order  candidates  studl^  there  would  be  no 
major  constraints  in  transporting  coal.  This 
study  examined  existing  rail  transportation 
car  capacity,  water  transportation  capacity^ 


including  unloading  docks,  where  applicable, 
and  took  into  account  projections  made  by 
all  carriers  to  meet  the  anticipated  demand 
for  all  types  of  transportation  facilities  as¬ 
suming  all  MFBI’s  studied  were  to  receive 
orders  under  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 

The  LAN  indicated  that  transpOTtation  fa¬ 
cilities  at  those  mine  sites  within  BOM  Dis¬ 
trict  8  served  by  the  LAN  are  in  good  condi¬ 
tion  and  that  loading  facilities  could  handle 
the  required  coal  volumes. 

FEA  has  not  found  nor  has  it  been  in¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  carry¬ 
ing  coal  for  any  alternate  or  intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  MFBI  facilities. 
Heavy  rail  freight  service  is  provided  to 


plants  in  the  Pine  Bluff.  Arkansas  area  by 
both  the  St.  Louis  Southwestern  and  the 
Missouri  Pacific  Railroads.  Pine  Bluff  1  and  2 
has  reported  that  coal  unloading  and  han¬ 
dling  equipment  and  facilities  would  need  to 
be  installed.  It  is  expected  that  these  instal¬ 
lations  can  be  accomplished  prior  to  the 
effective  date  for  cocU  burning. 

’There  are  no  other  obstacles  to  the  delivery 
of  coal  to  Pine  Bluff  1  and  2. 

5.  Conclusion.  Coal  transportation  facilities 
will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Prohibition 
Order  is  expected  to  be  in^  effect  since  no 
major  constraints  to  coal  delivery  over  the 
primary  route  to  Pine  Bluff  1  and  2  presently 
exist,  aiKl  alternate  routes  are  available. 

(PR  Doc.77-13697  FUed  6-12-77:8:46  am) 


ENERGY  SUPPLY  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  COORDINATION  ACT 
Intention  To  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  Certain  Installations;  Kennecott  Copper  Corp. 

The  Federal  Energy  Administration  (FEA)  hereby  gives  notice  of  its  intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders,  pursuant  to  the  authorities  granted  it  by  Section  2  (a)  and 
(b)  of  the  Energy  Supply  and  Environmental  Coordination  Act  of  1974,  as  amended 
(ESECA) ,  and  Title  10,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  (10  CFR) ,  Parts  303  and  305  to 
the  following  installations : 


Docket  No. 

Owner 

Installation 

Unit  No. 

Location 

OCU-2979 

Kennecott  Copper  Corp . 

. Utah  Copper  division _ 

...  1.2,8,4 

Salt  Lake  City, 
Utah. 

FEA  hereby  also  gives  notice  of  the 
opE>ortunity  for  oral  and  written  presen¬ 
tation  of  data,  views,  and  arguments  by 
interested  persons  regarding  these  pro¬ 
posed  Prohibition  Orders. 

The  proposed  orders  would  prohibit  the 
above-named  installations  fr(xn  burning 
natural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as 
their  primary  energy  source. 

Prior  to  issuance  of  a  Prohibition  Or¬ 
der  to  an  installation.  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA  and  10  CFR  303.36(b)  and  305.4 
(b)  require  that  FEA  find  that  the  in¬ 
stallation  had  the  capability  and  neces¬ 
sary  plant  equipment  to  bum  coal  as  of 
June  22,  1974.  A  Prohibition  Order  may 
not  be  issued  unless  FEA  can  find  that 
the  prohibition  of  the  utilization  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as  a  pri¬ 
mary  enffi-gy  source  is  practicable  and 
consistmt  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA 
and  that  coal  and  coal  transix>rtation 
facilities  will  be  available  during  the 
period  the  Prohibition  Order  will  be  in 
effect  FElA’s  proixised  findings,  as  well  as 
its  proposed  conclusKms  and  rationale 
with  respect  to  these  findings,  for  each 
installaticm  are  set  out  in  the  Appendix 
to  this  notice.  TTiese  findings,  conclusicms 
and  rationale  may  be  amended  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  comments  received  by  PEA  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  notice  and  other  informa¬ 
tion  available  to  FEA.  The  findings, 
conclusions  and  rationale  will  be  in¬ 
cluded,  with  any  amendments,  for  each 
Prohibition  Order  that  is  issued. 

Upon  completion  of  the  proceedings 
described  in  this  notice,  FEA  may  deter¬ 
mine  to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  some 
or  all  of  the  above-named  installations. 
These  Prohibition  Orders  will  not  be¬ 
come  effective,  however,  until  (1)  either 
(a)  the  Administrator  of  the  Environ¬ 
mental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  noti¬ 
fies  the  FEA,  in  accordance  with  Sec- 
Uon  119(d)  (1)  (B)  of  the  Qean  Air  Act, 
that  the  installation  is  able  to  bum  coal 
and  to  comply  with  all  apjdicable  air 


poUuticm  control  requirements  without  a 
compliance  date  extensiem  imder  Section 
119(c)  of  sucdi  act,  or  (b)  if  such  notifi¬ 
cation  is  not  given  by  EPA,  the  date  tliat 
the  Administrator  of  EPA  certifies,  pur¬ 
suant  to  Section  119(d)(1)(B)  of  the 
CTlean  Air  Act,  is  the  earliest  date  that 
the  Installation  will  be  able  to  c(xnply 
with  all  applicable  requirements  of  Sec- 
tiem  119  of  that  Act.  and  (2)  FEA  has 
considered  the  mvircinmental  impact  of 
making  the  order  effective,  pursuant  to 
10  CFR  208.3(a)  (4)  and  305.9,  and  has 
served  the  affected  installation  with  a 
Notice  of  Effectiveness,  as  provided  in 
10  CFR  303.10(b),  303.37(b)  and  305.7. 
Ihe  date  the  Prohibition  Order  will  be 
effective  will  be  stated  in  the  Notice  of 
Effectivmess. 

10  CFR  305.9  requires  that,  prior  to 
issuance  of  a  Notice  oi  Elffectiveness  to 
an  installation,  FEA  shall  perform  an 
analysis  of  the  environmental  impact  of 
the  issuance  of  such  Notice  of  Effective¬ 
ness.  That  analysis  shall  result  in  either 
(1)  Issuance  of  a  declaration  that  the 
Prohibition  Order  will  not,  if  made  effec¬ 
tive  by  issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effective¬ 
ness,  be  likely  to  have  a  significant  im¬ 
pact  on  the  quality  of  the  human  en- 
vir(mment,  or  (2)  the  preparation  by 
FEA  of  an  environmental  iinpact  state¬ 
ment  covering  significant  site-specific 
impacts  that  are  likdy  to  result  from  the 
Prohibition  Order  and  that  have  not 
been  adequatdy  addressed  in  the  Final 
Programmatic  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  or  in  other  official  documents 
made  publicly  available.  If  FEA  prepares 
an  environmental  impact  statement 
covering  significant  site-specific  impacts 
resulting  from  making  a  Prohibition 
Order  effective,  the  statement  shall  be 
prepared  and  publi^ed  for  comment  in 
accordance  with  Section  102(2)  (C)  of 
the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
of  1969  prior  to  issuance  ot  a  Notice  of 
Effectiveness.  Interested  persons  may  re- 
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quest  a  public  bearing  pursuant  to  10 
CFR  303.173  to  comment  on  the  ccmtents 
of  a  draft  environmental  impact  state¬ 
ment  With  respect  to  comments  re¬ 
garding  any  impact  on  air  quality  that 
might  result  from  a  proposed  Prohibi- 
ticxi  Order,  however,  it  should  be  recog¬ 
nized  that  ESECA  has  assigned  to  EPA 
the  primary  responsibility  for  analyzing 
the  effect  of  any  such  order  on  the  Na¬ 
tion^  air  quality  and  for  determining 
the  applicable  air  pollution  contrc^  re- 
quiremoits  that  apply  to  the  Installation 
that  has  been  issued  an  order.  It  is  ex¬ 
pected  that,  in  almost  every  case,  an  in¬ 
stallation  to  which  a  Prohibiticm  Order 
is  issued  will  be  eligible  to  apply  to  EIPA 
for  a  compliance  data  extension.  In  con¬ 
nection  with  that  application.  EPA  must 
also  provide  an  (K>p^unity  for  written 
comment  and  oral  presentation  ot  data, 
views,  and  arguments  by  interested  per¬ 
sons.  Enclosed  with  the  Notice  of  Effec¬ 
tiveness  may  be  a  comi^iance  repmlhig 
schedule  to  insure  that  the  installation 
will  be  able  to  comi^  with  the  prohibi¬ 
tion  of  the  burning  of  natural  gas  or 
petroleum  products  as  a  primary  energy 
source  on  the  effective  data  specified  in 
the  Notice  of  Effectiveness. 

Public  (xmunent  on  the  proposals  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  the  installa¬ 
tions  listed  above  is  invited  in  the  form 
of  written  and  oral  presentation  of  data, 
views,  and  arguments.  Comments  should 
relate  to  individual  docket  numbers  and 
should  make  clear  to  which  docket  num¬ 
ber  the  individual  comment  is  addressed. 

Comments  should  address  (1)  the  ade¬ 
quacy  and  validity  of  each  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  findings  and  the  conclusions  and 
raticmale  in  support  of  these  findings, 
(2)  the  environmental  impact  of  making 
effective  a  Prohibition  Order,  including 
any  site-specific  environmental  impacts, 
and  <3)  any  other  aspects  or  impacts  of 
the  proposed  Prohibition  Order  believed 
to  be  relevant.  _ 

Pursuant  to  10  CFR  303.173  (a)  and 
(d)  and  305.5,  FEIA  hereby  annoimces 
that  a  public  hearing  to  receive  oral 
presentation  of  data,  views,  and  argu¬ 
ments  of  interested  persons  will  be  held 
beginning  at  9  ajn.  (m  kCay  24.  1977,  at 
The  Salt  Palace,  Rochu  220,  South 
Temple  West,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84101. 
Any  person  who  has  an  interest  in  the 
subject  of  the  hearing  or  who  is  a  repre¬ 
sentative  of  a  group  or  class  of  persons 
which  has  an  Interest  in  the  subject  of 
the  hearing  may  make  a  written  request, 
or  a  verbal  request  if  confirmed  in  writ¬ 
ing.  for  an  opportunity  to  make  an  oral 
presentation.  That  request  should  be  di¬ 
rected  to  Luther  Ciemmer,  FEA  Region 
Vm.  P.O.  Box  26247,  Belmar  Branch. 
1075  South  Yukon  Street.  Lakewood. 
Ctdorado  80226.  303-234-2165.  The  re¬ 
quest  should  be  received  before  4 :30  pm.. 
Thursday,  May  19,  1977.  The  request 
should  describe  the  person’s  Interest  in 
the  issue (8)  involved;  if  appropriate,  it 
should  state  why  the  person  is  an  appro¬ 
priate  representative  of  the  group  or 
class  of  persons  which  has  such  an  inter¬ 
est;  it  should  give  a  concise  summary  of 
the  proposed  oral  imsentation  and  a 


Idione  number  where  the  person  may  be 
contacted  through  May  23.  1977.  Speak¬ 
ers  should  submit  ten  (10)  cc^ies  of  their 
oral  presentatimi  if  possible,  unless  such 
presentation  is  less  than  five  (5)  pages, 
in  which  case  only  one  copy  is  required, 
to  Dudley  Faver,  Regional  Administrator, 
Federal  Energy  Administration.  P.O. 
Box  262  47.  Behnar  Branch,  1075  South 
Yukon  Street,  Lakewdbd,  Colorado  80226, 
bef(xe  4:30  pm.,  Monday,  May  23.  1977. 
Speakers  will  be  contacted  by  an  FEA 
representative  before  4:30  p.m.,  Friday. 
May  20,  1977,  to  confirm  receipt  of  the 
written  request . 

Detailed  technical  data,  views,  and  ar- 
guem^ts  should  be  contained  in  a  writ¬ 
ten  submission  in  support  of  the  oral 
presentation.  The  oral  presentation  it¬ 
self  should  be  a  summary  of  those  writ¬ 
ten  comments. 

rVhile  FEA  will  endeavor  to  provide 
adequate  opportunity  to  all  who  desire 
to  speak.  FEA  reserves  the  right  to  limit 
the  niunber  of  persons  to  be  heard  at  the 
hearing,  to  schedule  Uieir  respective 
presentations  and  to  establish  the  pro¬ 
cedures  governing  the  conduct  of  the 
hearing.  The  length  of  time  allocated  to 
each  presentation  may  be  limited  on  the 
basis  of  the  number  of  persons  request¬ 
ing  to  be  heard.  ITie  FEA  will  prepare 
an  agenda  that  shall  provide,  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  possible,  for  the  presentation  of  all 
relevant  data,  views,  and  argxunents. 

An  FEA  oCDcial  will  be  designated  to 
preside  at  the  hearing  which  will  not  be 
a  judicial  or  evidentiary  hearing.  During 
oi^  presentations  only  those  conducting 
the  hearing  may  ask  questions.  Hiere 
will  be  no  cross-examination.  At  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  all  initial  oral  presentations, 
each  person  who  has  made  an  oral  state¬ 
ment  will  be  given  the  opportunity,  if  he 
or  she  so  desires,  to  make  a  rebuttal 
statement.  The  rebuttal  statements  will 
be  glv^  in  the  ordn*  in  which  the  initial 
statements  were  made  and  will  be  8ifi>- 
ject  to  time  limitations. 

Any  interested  persm  may  submit 
written  questions  to  the  presiding  offl- 
cer  to  be  asked  of  any  person  making  an 
oral  presentation.  The  presiding  officer 
will  determine  whether  to  ask  the  ques¬ 
tion,  having  first  determined  whether  the 
question  is  relevant,  and  whether  ade¬ 
quate  time  may  be  afforded  for  an 
answer. 

Any  further  procedural  rules  needed 
for  the  prtHicr  conduct  of  the  hearing 
will  be  announced  by  the  presiding  offi¬ 
cer. 

A  transcript  of  the  hearing  wUl  be 
made  and  it.  together  with  any  written 
(XHiiments  submitted  in  the  course  of  the 
hearing,  will  be  retained  by  the  FEA  and 
made  availahle  for  inqsectimi  and  copy¬ 
ing  at  the  Freedom  ot  Information  Read¬ 
ing  Room,  Room  2107,  Federal  Building, 
12th  and  Pennsylvania  Avenue.  NW.. 
Washington,  D.C.  20461,  and  the  FEA 
Regional  Office,  1075  South  Yukon 
Street,  Lakewood,  Colorado  80226,  be¬ 
tween  the  hours  of  8  a.m.  and  4:30  pm.. 
Monday  through  Friday.  Anyone  may 
purchase  a  copiy  ot  the  transcript  from 
the  reporter. 


Interested  persons  are  invited  to  sid>- 
mit  written  comments  cmslsting  ct  data, 
views,  and  argxunents  with  respect  to 
these  proposed  Pixdiffiition  Orders  to 
Executive  Communications,  Box  •  MK, 
Federal  Energy  Administration,  Federal 
Building.  Room  3317,  12th  and  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  Av«iue,  NW..  Washington.  D.C. 
20461. 

Comments  and  other  dociunents  sub¬ 
mitted  to  FEA  Executive  Communica- 
ticHis  should  be  Identified  on  the  outside 
of  the  envelope  in  which  they  are  trans¬ 
mitted  and  on  the  document  itself  with 
the  designation  “Proposed  Prohlbitkm 
Order  for  the  Installation”. 

Fifteen  cc^ies  should  be  sulmiitted. 

All  written  comments  received  by  4:30 
p.m..  Tuesday.  Jime  14,  1977,  all  oral 
presentations,  and  all  other  relevant  in- 
formatim  submitted  to  or  availaUe  to 
FEA  will  be  considered  by  FEA  prior  to 
issuance  of  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Any  information  or  data  considered  to 
be  confidential  by  the  person  furnishing 
it  must  be  so  identified  and  submitted  in 
writing,  one  copy  only.  The  FEA  reserves 
the  right  to  determine  the  confidential 
status  of  the  information  or  data  and  to 
treat  it  in  accordance  with  that  deter¬ 
mination.  . 

Copies  of  the  regulations  implement¬ 
ing  Section  2  (a)  and  (b)  of  ESECA  (10 
CFR  Parts  303  and  305)  are  available 
from  the  fc^owlng  FEA  Regional 
Offices: 

Region,  Aoobzss  and  Phone 

l.  Robert  MltcheU,  Regional  Administrator, 
ISO  Causeway  Street.  Room  700,  Boston, 
Massaebusetts  03114 — 617-333-3701. 

n.  Alfred  Klelnfleld,  Regional  Administrator, 
36  Federal  Plaza,  Room  3306,  New  York, 
New  York  10007-313-364-1031. 

m.  J.  A  Lafiala.  Regional  Administrator, 
1431  Cherry  Street.  Room  1001,  Philadel¬ 
phia.  Pennsylvania  19103 — 315-897-3390. 

IV.  Donald  AUen,  Regional  Administrator, 
1665  Peaehtre»  Street.  NE.  Sth  Floor,  At¬ 
lanta.  Georgia  30309—404-536-3837. 

V.  N.  Allen  Andersen,  Regional  Adminis¬ 
trator.  Federal  Office  BuUdlng,  175  West 
Jacksem  Blvd.,  Boom  A-3S3.  Chicago,  mi- 
noU  60604—813-353-0640. 

VI.  Delbert  Fowler.  Regional  Administrator, 
Post  Office  Box  U238,  8636  West  Mocking¬ 
bird  Lane,  DaUas,  Texas  75335 — 314-749- 
7348. 

vn.  NeU  Adams.  Regional  Administrator, 
1150  Grand  Avenue,  Keneas  City,  Missouri 
64106—816-874-3061. 

vm.  Dudley  Faver,  Regional  Administrator. 
Poet  Office  Box  36347,  Belmar  Branch.  1075 
South  Yukon  Street,  Lakewood,  Cc^orado 
80336—803-334-3430. 

IX.  WUllam  Amts,  Regional  Administrator. 
Ill  Pine  Street,  San  Frandsco,  California 
94111—415-556-7316. 

X.  Jack  B.  Robertson.  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor.  1993  Federal  BuUdlng.  916  Second  Ave¬ 
nue,  Seattle,  Washington  98174 — 306-443- 
7380. 

MFBI  PkOBUrnON  OkDSR  Candidatz 
lOXMTinCATION  AND  SCUECTXOIf  MZTH(N>- 
OlOQT 

I^A  has  engaged  in  a  two  year,  two 
part,  process  in  vdiich  it  first  identified, 
after  extensive  informatiim  gathering, 
the  potential  universe  of  major  fuel 
burning  (vuttniiatinna  (MjruFs)  in  order 
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to  determine  which  MFBI’s  might  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  Prohibition  Orders.  FEA  then  per¬ 
formed  a  detailed  analysis  of  individual 
potential  order  recipients  to  determine 
whether  facts  would  warrant  publication 
of  a  Notice  of  Intention  (NOD  to  Issue 
a  Prohibition  Order  to  any  of  the  poten¬ 
tial  order  recipients. 

I.  DETERMINATION  OF  CANDIDATE  UNIVERSE 

On  March  20.  1975,  by  Notice  in  the 
Federal  Register  (40  12706),  FEA 

required  MFBI’s  with  design  firing  rates 
in  excess  of  100  millicxi  Btu’s  per  hour  to 
provide  basic  identifying  information. 
(FEA  in  its  regulations  published  on  May 
9,  1975,  (40  FR  20463)  adopted  the  100 
million  Btu’s  per  hour  design  firing  rate 
as  the  minimum  size  MFBI  that  would  be 
eligible  for  a  Pnrfiibition  Order). 

On  April  18. 1975,  FEA  published  notice 
in  the  Federal  Register  (40  FR  17328) 
that  it  would  mail  to  all  then  known 
MFBI’s  a  questionnaire,  entitled  “Major 
Fuel  Burning  Installation  Coal  Conver¬ 
sion  Report”  (Form  FEA  C-602-S-O). 
designed  to  provide  FEA  with  additional 
information  needed  to  help  determine 
whether  the  MFBI’s  would  be  candidate*; 
for  Prcdiibition  Orders.  Questionnaires 
were  mailed  to  those  respondents  to  the 
March  20.  1975,  Federal  Register  notice 
and  to  other  MFBI’s  identified  through 
data  provided  by  FEA  regional  personnel, 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
other  Federal  agencies,  and  through  con¬ 
tact  with  trade  associations.  A  total  c' 
822  parent  companies  responded  to  the 
survey,  identifying  3,482  installations  and 
6,289  individual  units. 

The  first  survey  provided  FEA  with 
historical  information  on  quantity  and 
quality  of  fuel  use  and  preliminary  poi 
lution  control  data  relative  to  the  facul¬ 
ties  in  question. 

Compilation  and  evaluation  of  the  in- 
formation  received  from  the  survey  led 
to  development  of  a  suplemental  our* 
tionnaire  (Form  FEA  C-602-S-1)  to 
elicit  data  on  the  financial  situation  o' 
owners  of  MFBI’s,  including  informatio- 
designed  to  ascertain  what  the  effect'- 
of  a  Prohibition  Order  would  be  on  a*' 
individual  company  basis.  This  questio' 
naire  was  designed  to  provide  a  bas*' 
for  subsequent  analysis  of  the  MFEI  )' 
terms  of  financial  capability,  additional 
capital  investment  costs  resulting  froir 
a  Prohibition  Order,  operating  cost  di^ 
ferentials  and  coal  and  coal  transport' 
tion  availability.  This  supplemental 
questionnaire  was  sent  in  June  1976  to 
various  owners  of  MFBI’s  to  obtain  in¬ 
formation  (Ni  161  sites  and  281  individual 
units. 

Most  01  the  supplemental  question¬ 
naires  (involving  138  sites  and  246  units) 
were  sent  to  owners  of  MFBI’s  Identified 
as  capable  of  burning  coal  in  the  first 
questionnaire  and  which,  in  1974,  burned 
at  least  160,000  barrels  of  (^  <»*  921,000,- 
000  cubic  feet  of  natural  gas  or  a  BTU 
equivalent  combinatlim.  These  MFBI’s 
were  chosen  because  of  their  potential 
for  large  fud  savings  and  the  potential 
low  c(Hiversion  costs  to  fud  savings  ratio. 
The  other  supplemental  question¬ 


naires  were  sent  to  MFBI’s  which  had 
indicated  an  intention  to  discontinue 
coal  use  (23  sites  at  which  there  were 
35  units). 

In  September  1976,  after  respcmses  to 
the  supplemental  questionnaires  had 
been  received,  FEA  consulted  with  the 
Envircmmental  Protection  Agency 
(EPA)  to  obtain  |:PA’s  best  estimate  as 
to  the  means  by  which  these  MFBI’s 
could  bum  coal  and  comply  with  all  ap¬ 
plicable  air  pollution  contrcd  require- 
ments.  EPA  indicated  whether  particular 
MFBI’s  would  require  upgrading,  cm*  in¬ 
stallation  of  electrostatic  precipitators, 
installation  of  fiue-gas  desulfurization 
devices,  or  whether  the  MFBI  could  bum 
coal  that  would  conform  to  air  pollution 
control  requirements  without  pollution 
control  equipment. 

n.  site  SPECIFIC  ANALYSIS. 

Once  FEA  had  gathered  the  supple¬ 
mental  data  relating  to  the  161  sites,  it 
thm  conducted  a  technical  analysis  for 
each  respondent  to  the  supplemental 
questionnaire. 

FEA  prepared  a  technical  summary 
based  on  the  information  provided  to  en¬ 
able  the  Agency  to  analyze  each  re¬ 
spondent’s  potential  ammabillty  to  re¬ 
ceipt  of  an  NOI.  The  technical  summary 
consisted  of  the  following  data: 

a.  Expected  remaining  useful  life  (re¬ 
spondent’s  and  FElA’s  estimates) ; 

b.  Unit  ci^Mclty; 

c.  Fuel  oonsunqp^n  for  1975; 

d.  The  last  year  oocU  was  burned  at  the 
installation; 

e.  Costs  of  converting  to  coal,  including 
pollution  control  equipment  costs.  If  any 
(respondent's  and  FEA’s  estimates); 

f.  Type  of  pollution  control  equipment,  if 
any.  required  (respondent’s  and  EPA’s  esti¬ 
mates);  and 

g.  Other  relevant  factors,  siich  as  percent 
sulfur  ocmtent  In  coal  that  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  Insure  compliance  with  environ¬ 
mental  staiulards. 

FEA  eliminated  or  deferred  from  fur¬ 
ther  consideration  those  MFBI’s  for 
which  the  following  criteria  were  appli¬ 
cable: 

a.  Remaining  usefiU  life  of  the  MFBI  on 
January  1,  1978  would  be  less  than  one  year 
(based  on  an  expected  useful  life  of  40 
years); 

b.  The  utilization  factor  of  the  MFBI  was 
less  than  20  pwcent; 

c.  Space  required  for  coal  use  at  the  Instal¬ 
lation  was  Inadequate  or  unavailable; 

d.  Since  filing  the  original  questlcmnalre, 
the  MFBI  had  been  converted  to  coal  as  Its 
primary  energy  source  or  the  owner  has  cer¬ 
tified  that  the  MFBI  wlU  be  so  converted  In 
the  near  futiire; 

e.  The  MFBI  used  (In  the  latest  year  for 
which  fuel  use  figures  are  available)  sig¬ 
nificantly  less  than  2  X  10^*  BTU’s  of  oil 
or  natural  gas. 

Items  a  or  b  above,  would  prevmt  FEA 
from  finding  that  burning  coal  by  the 
IklFBI  would  be  practlcidile.  FEA  as¬ 
sumed  a  forty-irear  useful  life  as  a  rea¬ 
sonable  estimate  base  (m  general  indus¬ 
trial  averages.  FEA  has  decided  not  to 
analyze  MFBTs  that  have  already  con¬ 
verted  to  coal,  since  the  basic  purposes 
of  F23ECA  have  already  been  accom¬ 


plished  by  such  conversions  and  FEA 
has  concluded  that  its  resources  would 
be  allocated  by  concentrating  on  those 
MFBI’s  which  are  not  now  burning  coal. 

Certain  MFBI’s  were  eliminated  from 
further  analysis  upon  PEA’s  determina¬ 
tion  that  one  or  more  of  the  factors 
which  FEA  must  consider  pursuant  to 
9  305.4(c)  of  its  regulations  would  have 
resulted  in  disqualification  of  a  particu¬ 
lar  MFBI.  Such  eliminations  were  based 
on  factors  such  as  process  fuel  uses  pe¬ 
culiar  to  the  MFBI’s,  inadequate  land  or 
space  for  coal  related  facilities,  xmlque  or 
unusual  environmental  constraints,  and 
other  similar  disqualifying  considera¬ 
tions. 

If  in  FElA’s  judgment,  analysis  of  the 
summary  information  raised  issues  that 
required  further  investigation,  FEA  con¬ 
ducted  visits  to  the  specific  sites.  Site 
visits  were  onployed  in  circumstances  in 
which  large  discrepancies  between  PEA’s 
and  the  MFBI’s  cost  estimates  were  ob¬ 
served.  unusual  technical  problems  were 
presented  by  the  MPEI  with  respect  to 
coed  use,  and  when  other  disparities  oc¬ 
curred  between  the  information  submit¬ 
ted  by  the  MFBI  and  that  developed  in¬ 
dependently  by  PEA.  Information  devel¬ 
op^  during  the  site  visits  served  to  either 
eliminate  an  MFBI  from  further  consid¬ 
eration,  through  the  aforementioned  cri¬ 
teria,  or  served  to  demonstrate  that  FEA 
should  continue  its  analysis. 

Pbr  each  MFBI  not  eliminated  through 
any  of  the  above  criteria,  PEA  has  cal¬ 
culated  the  net  operating  cost  differential 
between  using  coal  as  the  MPBI’s  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source  and  using  either  nat¬ 
ural  gas  or  petroleum  products. 

A.  Calculation  of  net  operating  cost 
differential.  The  net  operating  cost  dif¬ 
ferential  consists  of  the  sum  of  (1)  an¬ 
nualized  increased  capital  investment 
costs  required  for  conversion  to  coal,  (2) 
differences  in  eperating  and  mainte¬ 
nance  costs  (including  the  fuel  cost  dif¬ 
ferential).  and  (3)  the  potential  tax 
consequences  attendant  to  conversion. 
Initially.  PEA  performs  two  calculations 
in  determining  the  net  operating  cost 
differential,  one  using  cost  figures  sup¬ 
plied  by  the  MFBI  and  the  other  using 
FEA’s  own  estimates.  When  the  MFBI’s 
figures  are  within  a  reasonable  range  of 
FEA’s  estimates.  FEA  generally  accepts 
the  MFBI’s  figures.  Gross  discrepancies 
are  examined  in  more  detail  by  FEA  to 
deteimine  the  reasonableness  (ff  the  dif- 
ferhig  estimates  and  to  rectmeile  differ¬ 
ences. 

TTie  elements  of  the  three  parts  of  the 
net  operating  cost  differential  are  ex¬ 
plain^  below: 

1.  Capital  investment  costs.  The  pri¬ 
mary  element  in  this  part  is  the  cost  of 
equipment  acquisition  and  refurbish¬ 
ment  required  for  conversiem  to  coal,  in¬ 
cluding  refurbishment  or  acquisiti<m  of 
pollution  contnd  equipment,  m  deter¬ 
mining  the  estimated  annual  Increase 
fixed  costs  to  the  owner  resulting  from 
such  capital  investment,  FEA  calculates 
the  annual  depreciation  of  equipment 
costs  over  the  expected  r«nainlng  useful 
service  life  of  the  MFBI  (including  con- 
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sideration  of  the  investment  tax  credit) 
and  adds  the  estimated  annual  cost  of 
capital. 

Annual  depreciation  is  calculated  as 
follows:  a.  Determine  cost  of  new  equip¬ 
ment  (including  pollution  ccmtrol  equip¬ 
ment)  minus  inv«stm«it  tax  credit  of  10 
percent. 

b.  Divide  the  figure  in  a.  above,  by  the 
expected  remaining  useful  life  of  the 
MFBI  after  conversion  is  completed. 
FEA  presumes  that  the  MFBI’s  deter¬ 
mination  of  remaining  useful  life  is  cor¬ 
rect  if  it  results  in  a  total  useful  life  of 
at  least  40  years.  Otherwise,  FEA  will 
conduct  a  more  detailed  examination  of 
the  MFBI. 

Calculation  of  the  approximate  an¬ 
nual  cost  of  capital  is  as  follows;  a.  New 
and  refurbished  equipment  costs  minus 
the  investment  tax  credit,  plus. 

b.  Twice  the  cost  of  land  acquisitions 
required  for  conversions  to  coed  burning. 

c.  The  total  of  (1)  and  (2)  is  divided 
by  2  and  then  multipled  by  a  10  percent 
interest  rate. 

2.  Operating  and  maintenance  coits. 
Hie  primary  factor  cmisidered  in  this 
calculation  is  the  annual  fuel  cost  differ¬ 
ential  which  represents  the  difference 
between  operating  the  MFBI  with  coal 
as  its  primary  energy  source  in  lieu  of 
petroleum  products  or  natural  gas.  (If 
the  current  supply  of  natural  gas  to  the 
MFBI  is  curtailed,  then  the  calculation 
of  the  fuel  cost  differential  does  not  in¬ 
clude  natural  gas  as  part  of  the  MFBI’s 
current  fuel  use  to  the  extent  of  that 
curtailment.  In  such  cases  the  NOCD 
was  calculated  on  the  basis  of  actual 
fuel  usage.)  FEA  has  generally  accepted 
the  coal  price  reported  by  the  MFBI’s. 
If  FEA  cemsidered  the  stated  price  to  be 
imreasonable,  it  fiulher  examined  coed 
prices  based  upon  an  analysis  of 
llvered  prices  of  coal  in  the  area  of  the 
MFBI  under  consideration  and  an  anal¬ 
ysis  of  likely  coal  sources.  Projected  coal 
use  after  conversion  was  calculated  by 
converting  latest  annual  fuel  use  data 
to  its  BTU  equivalent  for  coal. 

Determinatlcm  of  the  differential  re¬ 
lating  to  labor  costs  and  the  differential 
relating  to  other  operating  and  main¬ 
tenance  costs  was  based  upon  estimates 
supplied  by  the  MPBI’a. 

3.  Potential  tax  effects.  Federal  and 
state  tax  rates  have  be«i  applied  to  the 
net  operating  cost  differential  to  deter¬ 
mine  maximum  potential  tax  effects  re¬ 
sulting  from  a  Prohibition  Order. 

If  the  NOCD  for  an  MFBI  was  posi¬ 
tive,  i.e.,  projects  an  increase  in  annual 
costs  oc  operations,  then  a  calculation  of 
the  cost  per  barrel  of  oil  saved  was  per¬ 
formed  by  dividing  the  N<Xff>  by  the 
number  of  barrels  of  oil  actually  used  on 
an  annual  basis  (or,  if  the  MFBI  was  a 
natural  gas  user,  the  number  of  barrels 
of  oil  which  would  be  required  to  replace 
the  gas  use  on  an  equivalent  Btu  basis) . 
This  figure  (cost  per  barrel  of  oil  saved) 
was  then  considered  in  terms  of  the 
number  of  barrels  of  oil  and/or  MCF  of 
natural  gas  that  would  be  saved  by  issu¬ 
ance  of  a  Prohibition  Order,  the  effect 
of  the  NOCD  on  the  MFBI  owner's  oper¬ 


ating  expenses,  as  well  as  various  en- 
vlnxunental  and  other  factors  in  reach¬ 
ing  the  final  determination  as  to  which 
candidates  should  receive  an  NOL 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  much  of  the 
information  used  by  FEA  to  make  its 
practicability  findings  is  arguably  con¬ 
fidential  under  18  UB.C.  1905.  ’Therefore, 
such  infCH’mation  has  not  appeared  in 
the  Appendix  to  the  NOI.  The  calciUa- 
tions  have  been  explained  in  each  case 
and  the  data  are  available  to  the  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  owner  of  the  MFBI. 

Any  questions  regarding  this  Notice 
should  be  directed  to  the  FEA  National 
Office  as  follows:  Federal  Energy  Ad- 


These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed  hy 
FEA,  are  baaed  on  the  informatton  that  has 
been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA  prior 
to  the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Intention 
(NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Kenneoott  Oopper  Corporation  shaU  be  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  the  "owner*’  and  as  “Kenneoott”. 
"Utah  Copper  Division  Units  1,  2,  3  and  4" 
shall  be  refstred  to  as  the  "idFBI’s"  and  as 
"Utidi  Oopper  1,  3.  8  and  4." 

I.  CAPASnJTT  AND  NZCESSABT  PLANT 
BQUn>lUNT  TO  BUXN  COAL 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  Jtine  22,  1974, 
Utah  Copper  1,  3,  3  and  4  had  the  capability 
and  necesaary  plant  equipment  to  bum  coal. 
This  proposed  finding  Is  based  on  the  fasts 
and  Interpretation  stated  below: 

A.  Kenneoott,  In  a  Major  Fuel  Burning 
Installation  Coal  Conversion  Report,  Section 
II,  Questlcms  6  and  13-14  (Form  FEA  0-603- 
B-O),  filed  on  June  36,  1076,  Indicated  that 
each  MFBI  had  in  place  on  June  33,  1974, 
a  boUer  that  was  enable  of  biumlng  coal. 
The  bouers  had  been  designed  and  construct¬ 
ed  or  modified  to  bum  coal  as  their  primary 
energy  source,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
on  June  33,  1974,  the  MFBI’s  may  not  have 
been  burning  coal  as  their  primary  energy 
source. 

B.  Based  on  information  Kennecott  filed 
with  FEA  dated  August  13,  1076,  and  other 
Information  available  to  FEA,  the  following 
plant  equipment  and  faclUtles  at  Utah  Oop¬ 
per  I,  3,  8  and  4  would  have  to  be  acquired 
or  refurbished  In  ordOT  for  these  MFBI’s  to 
bum  coal  as  their  primary  energy  source: 

1.  Goal  handling  facilities; 

3.  Oar  thaw  shed; 

3.  Car  unloading  system;  and 

4.  Coal  storage. 

C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  33, 
1074,  Kennecott  had  aU  other  significant 
plant  equlpmmit  and  facilities  associated 
with  the  burning  of  coal. 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  purstumt  thoreto, 
the  eqxilpment  and  facilities  listed  In  para- 
gra{^  B,  above,  do  not  Individually  or  In 
comblnatloa  constitute  a  lack  of  capability 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  bum  coal 
as  of  June  33,  1074. 


ministratiim.  Ccxle  OCU  (Prohibition 
Order:  _ Installa¬ 

tion),  Washington,  D.C.  20461,  202-566- 
7941. 

(Energy  Supply  and  Environmental  Coordi¬ 
nation  Act  of  1074  (16  UB.C.  791  et  seq.),  as 
amended  by  Pub.  L.  04-163;  Federal  Energy 
Administration  Act  of  1974  ( 15  U.S.C.  761  et 
seq.),  as  amended  by  Pub.  L.  04-385;  E.O. 
11700  (  39  FR  33185).) 

Issued  in  Washington.  D.C.,  May  9, 
1977. 


n.  THX  BUSNINO  OF  COAL  IN  LOU  OT  NATOXAL 

OAS  OB  PBTBOLXUSS  nODUCTS  IS  PBACTICABLB 

AND  CONSWTKNT  WITH  THB  PUBPOSE8  OT 

SSMCA 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of 
coal  In  lieu  of  petroleum  products  or  natural 
gas  at  Utah  Copper  1,  3,  3  and  4  is  prac¬ 
ticable  and  consistent  with  the  purpom  of 
ESECA  This  proposed  finding  la  baaed  upon 
an  analysis  by  FEA  of  the  fuel  constunptlon 
of  these  boilers  for  the  period  1073-10’r7,  the 
remaining  useful  service  life  each  boiler 
after  (xmverslon,  the  net  operating  cost  dif¬ 
ferential  that  would  result  fmn  compliance 
with  a  Prcmibltlon  Order,  as  well  as  the  facts 
and  Interpretations  referenced  below: 

A  The  burning  of  coal  U  practicable. 
1.  Anticiptited  fuel  supplies. — Curtailment 
of  natural  gas  supply.  Based  on  Information 
obtained  from  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion.  the  natural  gas  supplier,  and  In  cer¬ 
tain  cases  the  Owner,  FEA  presiunes  that 
these  MFBI’s  will  experience  a  substantial 
curtailment  of  their  present  supply  of  na¬ 
tural  gas.  This  curtaUment  wUl  result  In 
Increased  reliance  on  alternate  fuels  In  the 
future. 

3.  Costs  associated  uHth  burning  coal.  a. 
Capital  investment  costs.  ’The  total  estimated 
Initial  capital  Investment  costs.  Including 
financing  costs,  that  would  result  from  the 
acquisition  and  refurbishment  of  equipment 
and  facilities  associated  arlth  the  burning 
of  coal  at  Utah  Copper  1.  3.  3  and  4  have 
been  determined. 

This  determination  was  based  on  existing 
FEA  Information  and  analysis  as  well  as  In¬ 
formation  filed  with  FEA  by  the  owner.  Ap¬ 
proximate  costs  to  comply  with  applicable 
environmental  protection  requirements  havs 
also  been  considered.  Including  the  cost  of 
conq>llance  with  the  air  pollution  control 
requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  'The  expected  Increase  In  operating  and 
maintenance  costs,  exclusive  cd  fuel  costs, 
that  would  result  from  the  burning  of  coal 
has  been  calculated  based  on  Information 
supplied  by  the  owner  or  otherwise  acquired 
by  FEA. 

c.  Fuel  costs.  Baaed  on  an  analysis  of  an¬ 
nual  fuel  consumption  and  futi  cost  in¬ 
formation  supplied  by  the  owner  and/or.  in 


Emc  J.  Froi, 

Acting  General  Counsel. 
Federal  Energy  Administration. 
Appendix:  Pboposxd  Findings  and  Rationale  vob  Noncx  or  Intention  to  Issue  a 

Pbohdition  Oedee 

ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  Issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  major  fuel  burning  installation  (MFBI).  FEA's  proposed  findings 
are  set  out  below  with  respect  to  the  MFBI’s  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  con- 


elusions  are 

also  set  forth. 

Docket  No. 

Owner 

Installation 

Unit  No. 

Location 

OCU-297* 

Kenneoott  Copper  Corp . 

. Utah  Copper  division _ 

—  l,2.a.4 

Salt  Lake  City, 
Utah. 
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appropriate  circumstances,  upon  FEA’s  fuel 
cost  estimates,  FEA  has  determined  that  the 
burning  of  oo€d  In  lieu  of  natural  gas  or 
petroleum  products  at  Utah  Copper  1,  2,  3 
and  4  will  result  In  a  decrease  In  annual  fuel 
costs. 

d.  Net  operating  cost  dijjerential.  Based 
on  the  factors  stated  In  paragraphs  A.l. 
a.-c.,  above,  as  well  as  the  expected  remain¬ 
ing  useful  life  of  the  hollers  after  conver¬ 
sion,  FEA  has  determined  that  the  net  an¬ 
nual  operating  cost  dlSerential,  hereafter 
"NOCD”  (which  represents  the  difference 
between  operating  the  boilers  with  coal  and 
alternate  fuel(s)  as  their  primary  energy 
source),  resulting  from  the  conversion  of 
Utah  Copper  1,  2,  3  and  4,  will  represent  an 
annual  cost  Increase  of  $792,606. 

3.  Reasonableness  of  additional  cost  of 
burning  coal.  The  following  analysis  of  the 
costs  of  conversion  provides  the  basis  for 
deciding  that  compliance  with  the  proposed 
order  is  not  unreasonable. 

By  converting  from  burning  natural  gas 
to  burning  coal  as  their  primary  energy 
source,  these  MFBI’s  would  experience  a 
net  annual  operating  cost  Increase,  but 
would  save  a  substantial  amount  of  natural 
gas.  This  cost  would  only  be  Incurred  for  a 
limited  period  because  these  MFBTs  will 
eventually  experience  a  substantial  curtail¬ 
ment  of  their  supply  of  natural  gas.  If  the 
prohibition  order  were  not  Issued  to  these 
MFBI’s  they  could  alternately  replace  their 
ciurent  natural  gas  supply  with  either  pe- 
troleiun  products  or  coal  for  the  period 
following  such  substantial  curtailment  of 
their  natvutd  gas  supply. 

In  the  calculation  of  the  NOOD,  FEA  has 
considered  oil  as  a  substitute  fuel  for 
curtailed  natural  gas.  In  calculating  the 
NOCD,  in  those  Instances  where  the  MFBI 
has  experienced  no  curtailment  of  its  natural 
gas  supply,  FEA  considered  the  present  fuel 
usage.  The  net  annual  operating  cost  In¬ 
crease  for  these  MFBTs  resulting  from  oper¬ 
ating  (m  coal  as  their  primary  energy 
source.  Instead  of  petroleum  products  (and/ 
or  natural  gas  where  applicable),  will  be 
approximately  $792,606. 

Although  the  use  of  the  coal  alternative. 
Instead  of  potential  petroleum  products, 
could  be  expected  to  result  In  a  net  annual 
(grating  cost  Increase.  FEA  has  determined 
that  the  pix^ibitlcMi  of  burning  natural 
gas  or  petroleiun  products  as  the  primary 
energy  soim:e  at  Utah  Copper  1,  2,  3  and 
4  Is  not  unreasonable. 

Burning  of  coal  by  these  MFBI’s  as  their 
primary  energy  source  instead  of  petroleum 
products  would  result  In  additional  capital 
Investment  costs  and  annual  operating  and 
maintenance  costs  exclusive  of  fuel  costs. 
Any  additional  conversion  costs  would,  how¬ 
ever,  be  mitigated  by  the  savings  In  fuel 
costs  inherent  In  burning  coal.  Notwith¬ 
standing  the  fact  that  these  MFBI’s  would 
experience  annual  savings  In  their  total 
fuel  costs  should  they  convert  to  coal  In¬ 
stead  of  converting  to  petroleum  products, 
there  would  be  a  net  Increase  In  the  costs 
ot  these  MFBI’s. 

Although  conversion  to  the  burning  of  coal 
Instead  of  petroleum  products  would  be 
expected  to  Increase  the  costs  incurred  by 
Utah  Cooper  1.  2.  3  and  4  bv  $792,606  per 
year,  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  such  in- 
creawd  cost,  per  barrel  of  oil  saved  is  not 
unreasonable  given  the  purposes  of  ESECA. 
’This  determination  is  based  on  oonsidera- 
tKm  of  the  substantial  TH>tentlal  oil  sav- 
Ines  that  would  result  from  conversion  to 
coal.  The  determination  that  the  costs  of 
burning  coal  Instead  of  petroleiun  [uoducts 
arould  not  be  unreasonable  Is  further  sup¬ 
ported  by  consideration  of  such  costs  In 
relation  to  the  expected  remaining  useful 


life  of  these  MFBI's,  the  size  and  resources 
of  the  owner  as  examined  in  the  following 
dUcusslcHi  of  financial  capability,  and  the 
nature  of  the  expected  operations  of  these 
MFBI’s. 

The  additional  costs  that  would  be  Incurred 
If  FEA  were  to  prohibit  the  burning  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as  the  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source  at  Utah  Copper  1,  2.  3, 
and  4  would  only  be  incurred  for  a  limited 
period  of  time.  In  view  of  the  scarcity  of  na¬ 
tional  supplies  of  natural  gas  and  the  likeli¬ 
hood  that  Utah  Copper  1,  2,  3,  and  4  will  ex¬ 
perience  a  substantial  curtailment  of  their 
present  natural  gis  supply  In  the  future, 
FEA  has  determined  that  the  cost  of  burning 
coal  In  lieu  of  natural  gas  Is  not  unreason¬ 
able.  (Final  Report  Oil  and  Oas  Resources, 
Reserves,  and  Productive  Capacities,  Vol- 
lunes  I  and  II,  Federal  Energy  Administra¬ 
tion,  October  1975.) 

4.  Financial  capability  of  the  owner,  a. 
Recovery  of  capital  investment.  FEA  proposes 
to  find  that  compliance  with  a  Prohibition 
Order  by  Utah  1,  2,  8  and  4  would  be  eco¬ 
nomically  feasible.  FEA’s  analysis  took  Into 
consideration  the  financial  capability  of  the 
owner  and  Is  based  upon  the  owner’s  financial 
position  as  reported  In  the  Dunn  and  Brad- 
street  Reference  Book  (March  1977).  Where 
necessary,  mA  performed  an  independent 
analysis  of  the  owner's  financial  capability, 
considering  such  factors  as  the  owner's  cur¬ 
rent  financial  statement  and  the  additional 
capital  Investment  required  for  the  owner 
to  comply  with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s 
which  are  currently  under  consideration,  as 
well  as  additional  capital  Investment  costs 
related  to  all  other  Notices  of  Intention,  to 
date.  If  any.  to  Issue  Prohibition  or  Construc¬ 
tion  Orders,  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohi¬ 
bition  or  Construction  Orders,  If  any.  Issued 
to  date  under  authority  of  Section  2  (a)  and 
(c)  of  ESECA  to  MFBI’s  owned  by  Kenne- 
cott.  FEA  related  these  additional  ciq>ital  in¬ 
vestment  costs  to  the  total  capitalization  of 
Kennecott  and  the  remaining  useful  life 
after  conversion  of  Utah  Copper  1, 2,  3  and  4. 

■  FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  the 
added  capital  Investment  costs  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financial 
ciqiabllltles  of  Kenneoott  to  assume  such 
costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  The  total  estimated  annual  Increase 
In  costs  (ammrtlzed  Increased  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs)  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal 
as  (^poeed  to  natural  gas  attributable  to 
compliance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s 
which  are  currently  \mder  consideration  has 
been  determined.  FEA  also  took  Into  consid¬ 
eration  total  annual  costs  resulting  from 
compliance  with  all  other  Notices  of  Inten¬ 
tion,  to  date.  If  any,  to  Issue  Prohibition  or 
Construction  Orders,  and  from  all  outstand¬ 
ing  Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders.  If 
any.  Issued  to  date  under  authority  of  Section 
2(a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  Kennecott  MFBI’s. 
Notwithstanding  the  potential  value  of  fuel 
cost  savings,  attributable  to  compliance  with 
this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s  currently  under 
consideration,  Kennecotfs  total  annual  costs 
after  conversion  will  Increase  by  $792,606. 

B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of 
ESECA.  Because  the  Issuance  of  a  Prohibition 
Order  to  Utah  Copper  1.  2,  3  and  4  will  dis¬ 
courage  the  use  of  natiuwl  gas  or  petroleum 
products  and  encourage  the  Increased  use  of 
coal,  FEA  nroposes  to  conclude  that  this  ac- 
tlon  would  be  consistent  with  the  purpose  of 
ESECA  to  provide  a  means  to  assist  in  meet¬ 
ing  the  essential  needs  of  the  United  States 
for  fuda 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analy¬ 
sis  which  PEA  Is  required  to  conduct  nrlor  to 
Issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a  Pro¬ 


hibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity  for 
these  MFBI's  to  comply  with  the  Clean  Air 
Act  and  other  applicable  environmental  pro¬ 
tection  requirements.  FEA  proposes  to  con¬ 
clude  that  a  Prdiibltion  Order  to  Utah  Cop¬ 
per  1,  2.  3  and  4  would  be  consistent  with 
the  purpose  of  ESECA  to  provide  for  a 
means  to  assist  In  meeting  the  essential 
needs  of  the  United  States  for  fuels  in  a 
manner  which  is  consistent,  to  the  fullest  ex¬ 
tent  practicable,  with  existing  national  com¬ 
mitments  to  protect  and  Improve  the  en¬ 
vironment. 

m.  COAX.  AND  COAL  nANSPOBTATION  FACILITIXS 

WILL  BE  AVAILABLE  TO  THESE  MFEI'S  DTTEING 

THE  PERIOD  UNTIL  DECEMBER  31,  19S4 

A.  Coal  availability.  1.  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  foreseeable  future.  UB.  Department  of 
the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines  (BCM)  data 
show  a  demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of  over 
400  billion  tons,  over  half  of  which  is  cur¬ 
rently  technically  and  economically  recover¬ 
able  (Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base  of  the 
United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on  Jan¬ 
uary  1.  1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1975) 
[hereafter  “BOM  Survey’’] ) .  Within  these  re¬ 
coverable  reserves  iq>pn>xlmately  200  billion 
tons  contain  1  percent  or  less  sulfur  by 
weight.  To  determine  when  certain  quantities 
of  these  reservra  are  expected  to  be  available, 
FEA  has  examined  several  studies  referenced 
herein,  which  together  provide  the  best  cur¬ 
rent  evidence  as  to  ooal  availability  for  the 
period  ending  December  31,  1984. 

2.  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand.  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncommitted 
planned  national  coal  production  (derived 
from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal  producing 
companies)  shows  that  there  should  be  suf¬ 
ficient  production  of  coal  to  meet  the  total 
national  demand  through  1980.  Beyond  1980. 
nians  for  new  production  are  not  yet  fully 
developed  because  few  coal  producers  have 
firm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far 
into  the  future:  however,  the  protected  total 
pMnned  national  coal  production  for  1985 
already  meets  99  percent  of  the  total  U.8.  de¬ 
mand  expected  in  1985.  With  time,  more  po¬ 
tential  mine  developments  will  become  firm 
mans,  thus  Increasing  the  planned  produc¬ 
tion 

a.  National  coal  production.  It  Is  conserv¬ 
atively  estimated  that  it  will  be  practicable 
to  produce  coal  nationally  In  at  least  the 
following  quantities; 


Production 

potential 

Tear:  (million  tons) 

1977  . . 732.3 

1978  .  791.6 

1979  .  851.4 

1980  .  911.7 

1981  .  960.0 

1982  . 994.3 

1983  .  1.017.4 

1984  .  1.028.7 

1985  .  1.  029.6 


TTie  fleures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA’s  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Studv  (May 
1976).  This  studv  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
Plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
I960.  The  1965  prolection.  therefore,  tends  to 
underestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FRA  study.  Coal  AvalUhllitv  Report, 
Anrll  1977,  (hereafter ’’AvallablUtv  Reoort”) , 
indicates  current  plans  for  nationwide  pro¬ 
duction  of  uncommitted  coal  as  follosvs: 


Froductton 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1978  _ _ _  124.8 

1979  .  248.1 
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lom  _ 

___  _  293fi 

lom 

_  350.0 

ions  _ _ 

_  369^ 

1QM  _ 

_  396 J 

lOM _ _  _ 

__  _  _  —  475fi 

1985  . 

__  _  644fi 

b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESSCA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  eetlmatsd  na* 
tlonal  demand,  excludliig  any  Increased  de¬ 
mand  resulting  from  FKA  action  under  the 
authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  BSBCA,  Is  as 
follows  (FEA  1S66  National  Energy  Outlook) : 


^Year: 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 


Demand 
(million  tons) 

.  730 

.  784 

_  799 

_  842 

.  887 

_  935 

.  985 

_ 1,040 


e.  National  ESSCA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  msulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition  Or¬ 
ders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohi¬ 
bition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under  authority 
of  Section  2(a)  of  E8ECA  Is  no  more  than  the 
following  (“Availability  Report”) : 


Demand 

Tear:  (million  tons) 

1978  .  11.0 

1979  _  32.4 

1980  .  32.5 

1981  . 35.8 

1982  . 57.4 

1983  _  59S 

1984  _ 89S 


3.  Characteristic  coal  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  PEA'S  "Availability  Repcut”  Identifies 
coal  of  specific  quality  characteristics  avail¬ 
able  for  use  at  these  MFBI’s.  The  survey  Is 
based  on  data  from  31  mining  companies 
that  supplied  useful  Information  on  96  min¬ 
ing  units.  Responses  from  these  companies 
Identified  planned  production ‘of 'coal  which 
Is  not  now  committed  to  a  specific  buyer. 
For  those  companies  which  did  not  respond 
to  the  survey,  FEA  estimated  their  unccun- 
mltted  planned  production  based  on  their 
1974  production. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for 
these  MEBl’s.  FEA’s  “Availability  Report" 
has  determined  that  boilers  of  the  t)rpe  used 
at  Utah  Copper  1,  2,  3  and  4  will  be  able  to 
bum  coal  of  the  following  characteristics 
and  comply  with  all  applicable  air  pollution 
control  requirements: 


Btu’s/lb  _ >  10, 000 

Moisture  (percent) _  siO 

Ash  (percent) _  »20 

VolaUls  (percent) _  »16 

Ash  softening  temp.  (‘F) _  »2, 200 

Sulfur  (approximately)  (percent) __  ■l.O' 


1  Minimum. 
*  Maximum. 


b.  Oharaeteristie  coal  demand  from  these 
MFBI’s.  The  potential  demand  for  coal,  of 
the  type  described  above,  'Which  would  re¬ 
sult  from  thU  NOI  Is  estimated  to  be  as 
follows: 


Tear: 

1978  and  thereafter. 


Demand 

(thousand 

tons) 

....  521 


c.  National  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  FEA’s  “Availability  Steport"  has 
has  determined  that  coal  of  the  t^  de¬ 
scribed  in  paragraph  A.3ji.,  above.  Is  uncom¬ 
mitted  to  a  specific  buyer  and  will  be  po¬ 
tentially  available  to  these  MFBTs  in  a 
nationwide  nuuket  as  follows: 


Production 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  .  54,090 

1979  .  97,325 

1960  . 1— -  134,328 

1981  .  149,252 

1983  . -• .  158,268 

1983  . - .  170,320 

1984  .  201,207 


d.  NatiotuU  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 
The  national  planned  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  In  paragraph  A.3.C., 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  expected  from 
this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention 
to  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA.  National  ESECA  Prohibition  Order 
demand  as  previously  stated  In  paragraph 
Afi.c.,  above  Is  no  more  than  the  following 
(Availability  Report) : 


Demand 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  .  11,032 

1979  . -  33,434 

1980  . 32,483 

1981  . .  35,755 

1982  . - .  57,362 

1983  . - .  59,815 

1984  . -  59,815 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  coal.  Coal  with  the  characteristics  de¬ 
scribed  In  paragraph  Afi.s.,  above.  Is  uncom¬ 
mitted  and  will  be  potentially  available  to 
these  MFBI’s  (In  a  probable  regional  supply/ 
demand  relationship  related  to  the  location 
of  these  MFBT’s)  frmn  BOM  Districts  19,  21, 
and  22  as  follows  (Availability  Report) : 


Production 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  .  24,781 

1979  . -  41,692 

1980  .  53,947 

1981  .  64,581 

1982  . —  69,510 

1983  _  75,863 

1984  _  93,722 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristic. 
The  expected  regional  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.S  e., 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  19,  21,  and  32  expected  to  result  from 
this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Inten¬ 
tion  to  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and 
from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Is¬ 
sued  to  date  under  authority  of  Section  3(a) 
of  ESECA.  This  potential  regional  denumd 
Is  estliruited  In  FEA's  “Availability  Report” 
to  be  no  more  than  the  following: 


Demand 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  .  4,  698 

1979  . . . 7,195 

1980  .  7,416 

1981  . 7,416 

1983  . . . . —  9,017 

1983  .  9,017 

1984  .  9,017 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  ooal  by  sulfur  characteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  for  coal  .from 
BOM  Districts  19,  21,  and  33  with  a  0.61- 
1.01  percent  sulfur  content  (which  Includes 
the  1.0  percent  maximum  sulfur  content  de¬ 
scribed  In  paragraph  A.3ji.,  above)  result¬ 
ing  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of 
Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to 
date  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition 
Orders  Issued  to  date  under  authority  of 
Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  Is  estimated  In  FEA's 
“Availability  Report"  to  be  no  mors  than  the 
following: 


Demand 

(thousand  tons), 
percent  sulfur 

Year:  OJtl-lJOl 


1978  _  _ 

1 

1979  . 

_  4  IMA 

1980  . 

4  1^ 

1981  . 

_ _ _  4'  lAA 

1982  . 

_  ft  7M 

1983  . 

_  ft  7Aft 

1984  - . 

The  regional  planned  production  of  coal 
stated  In  paragraph  A.3.e..  above,  with  the 
characteristics  described  In  paragraph  Afisi., 
above,  far  exceeds  thU  potential  ESECA  re¬ 
gional  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur  charac¬ 
teristic. 

4.  State  or  local  laws.  FEA  has  found  no 
sUte  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilization  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  nA’s  attention. 

5.  Conclusion.  FEA’s  “AvallabUlty  Study” 
has  Indentlfied  nationally  and  In  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  19,  31,  and  33  uncommitted  coal  pro¬ 
duction  that  meets  the  requirements  of 
Utah  Copper  1,  3,  3.  and  4  as  described  In 
paragraph  A8.a.,  above.  FEA  proposes  to 
find  that  this  uncommitted  ooal  exists  in 
amoimts  sufficient  In  any  year  to  meet  the 
estimated  additional  denrand  for  coal,  both 
natlonaUy  and  from  these  Districts,  resiUtlng 
from  this  NOI,  from  aU  other  Notices  of  In¬ 
tention  to  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date 
and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders 
Issued  to  date  under  authority  of  Section 
2(a)  of  ESECA. 

Coal  for  these  MFBI’s  wUl  probably  be 
bought  from  producers  according  to  regional 
supply/ demand  relationships  related  to  the 
MFBI's  location  from  BOM  Districts  19,  21', 
and  23.  FEA  observes,  however,  that  the 
MFBI’s  could  purchase  coal  In  other  markets 
as  such  production  becomes  available.  (The 
Feasibility  of  Considering  Expanded  Use  of 
Western  Coal  by  Midwestern  and  Eastern 
Utilities  In  the  Period  1978  and  Beyond. 
School  of  Engineering,  University  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  November  7,  1975.) 

B.  Coal  transportation.  1.  Location  of 
MFBI’s  and  coal  supply.  Based  on  an  FEA 
study.  Coal  Transportation  Availability  Re¬ 
port,  April  1977,  (hnaafter  “Transportation 
Availability  Report"),  ooal  from  Utah  Cop¬ 
per  1,  2.  3,  and  4  would  probably  come  from 
BOM  District  19  as  the  primary  supply  area 
and  from  BOM  District  20  as  the  alternate 
supply  area.  While  these  supply  regions  are 
among  the  nearest  available  sources  able 
to  supply  co^Iylng  ooal  to  the  plant,  com¬ 
plying  coal  could  be  transferred  by  rail  from 
other  identified  sources  within  the  United 
States  as  well.  The  aiuUysls  of  transportation 
availability  is  based  on  the  most  likely  route 
as  well  as  two  alternate  routes.  These  routes 
were  choeen  to  demonstrate  transportation 
availability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  The  primary 
route  for  coal  delivery  for  Utah  Copper  1,  2, 
3,  and  4  Is  to  originate  coal  In  BOM  District 
19,  In  the  Oasper,  Wyoming,  area  on  the  Bur¬ 
lington  Northern  (BN)  Railroad.  The  BN 
would  move  It  to  Wendover,  Wyoming,  where 
Colorado  A  Southern  (CAS)  would  then  carry 
the  coal  to  Cheyenne,  Wyoming.  Union  Pa¬ 
cific  would  then  pick  It  up  and  deliver  It  to 
Utah  Copper  1,  3,  3,  and  4.  The  total  rail  dis¬ 
tance  Is  about  735  miles. 

The  alternate  route  from  the  primary 
supply  area  originates  coal  In  the  Casper. 
Wyoming  area,  on  the  BN  which  moves  It  to 
Wendover.  Wyoming  where  the  CAB  picks 
It  up  to  move  it  to  Denver,  Colorado  via 
Cheyenne,  Wyoming.  The  Denver  and  Rio 
Orande  Western  (DAROW)  then  moves  It 
via  Orand  Junctl<Hi.  Colorado  and  Provo, 
Utah,  for  delivery  to  Utah  C<^>per  1,  2,  3  and 
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4.  7%e  total  rail  distance  Is  about  945  miles. 

An  alternate  route  from  the  alternate 
supply  area  originates  coal  in  BOM  District 
20  in  the  Salt  Lake  City  area  where  trucks 
would  deliver  the  coal  to  Utah  Copper  1,  2,  3 
and  4. 

3.  Originating  trunk  carrier.  The  BN, 
originating  carrier  of  coal  for  Utah  Copper 
1,  2,  3  and  4  has  about  19,000  hopp^  cars 
in  service.  Using  an  average  number  of  20 
deliveries  per  year  per  T7-ton  car,  the  BN  may 
need  as  many  as  146  additional  cars  to 
handle  the  increased  demand  from  Utah 
Copper  1,  2,  3  and  4.  This  estimate  assiunes 
that  the  railroad  would  neither  have  excess 
originating  capacity  nor  obtain  cars  from 
other  carriers  in  the  originating  vicinity. 

FEA’s  "TranspOTtatlon  Availability  Report” 
concluded  that  for  all  potential  Prohibition 
Order  candidates  studied,  there  would  be  no 
major  constraints  in  transporting  coal.  This 
study  examined  existing  rail  transportation 
capacity.  Including  unloading  docks,  where 
applicable,  and  took  into  account  projections 
made  by  all  carriers  to  meet  the  anticipated 
demand  for  all  types  of  transportation  fa¬ 
cilities  assuming  all  MFBTs  studied  were  to 
receive  orders  under  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 


PEIA  hereby  also  gives  notice  of  the  op¬ 
portunity  for  oral  and  written  presenta¬ 
tion  of  data,  views,  and  arguments  by  in¬ 
terested  persons  regarding  these  pro¬ 
posed  Prohibition  Orders. 

The  pronosed  orders  would  prohibit 
the  above-named  installations  from 
burning  natural  gas  or  petroleum  prod¬ 
ucts  as  their  primary  energy  source. 

Prior  to  issuance  of  a  Prohibition  Or¬ 
der  to  an  installation.  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA  and  10  CFR  303.36(b)  and 
305.4(b)  require  that  FEA  find  that  the 
installation  had  the  capability  and 
necessary  plan  equiimient  to  bum  coal 
as  of  June  22,  1974.  A  Prohibition  Or¬ 
der  may  not  be  issued  unless  FEA  can 
find  that  the  prohibition  of  the  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  natural  gas  or  petroleum  products 
as  a  primary  energy  source  is  practicable 
and  consistent  with  the  purposes  of 
ESECA  and  that  coal  smd  coal  transix>r- 
tation  facilities  will  be  available  during 
the  period  the  Prohibition  Order  will  be 
in  effect.  FEA’s  proposed  findings,  as  well 
as  its  pr(H)osed  conclusions  and  rationale 
with  respect  to  these  findings,  for  each 
installation  are  set  out  in  the  Appendix 
to  this  notice.  These  findings,  conclusions 
and  raticmale  may  be  amended  as  a're- 
sult  of  comments  received  by  PEA  pursu¬ 
ant  to  this  notice  and  other  information 
available  to  FEA.  The  findings,  conclu¬ 
sions  and  rationale  will  be  included,  with 
any  amendments,  for  each  Prohibition 
Order  that  is  issued. 


FEA  has  not  found  nor  has  It  been  in¬ 
formed  of  any  i^parent  constraints  to  carry¬ 
ing  coal  for  any  alternate  or  intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  MFBI  facilities. 
Utah  Copper  1,.2,  3  and  4  has  indicated  that 
the  boilers  currently  burn  coal  and  natural 
gas  on  an  Interrupt^le  basis.  Both  rail 
(D&ROW)  and  trucks  have  been  used  for 
coal  deliveries,  however,  if  coal  is  used  ex¬ 
clusive  y,  additional  stcKsge  must  be  de- 
vel(^>ed.  Coal  is  presently  transported  to  the 
plant  site  by  trucks.  A  new  coal  pile  location 
has  been  considered  along  with  a  new  rail 
spur  line  to  the  new  location.  It  is  expected 
that  these  installations  can  be  accomplished 
prior  to  the  effective  date  for  coed  burning. 

There  are  no  other  obstacles  to  the  de¬ 
livery  of  coal  to  Utah  Copper  1,  2.  3  and  4. 

5.  Conclusion.  Coal  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  wUl  be  available  for  the  period  a  Prohi¬ 
bition  Order  is  expected  to  be  in  effect  since 
no  major  constraints  to  coal  delivery  over 
the  primary  route  to  Utah  Copper  1.  2,  3  and 
4  presently  exist,  and  alternate  routes  are 
available. 
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Upon  completion  of  the  proceedings 
described  in  this  notice,  FEA  may  de¬ 
termine  to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to 
some  or  all  of  the  above-named  installa¬ 
tions.  These  Prohibition  Orders  will  not 
become  effective,  however,  imtil  (1) 
either  (a)  the  Administrator  of  the  En¬ 
vironmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA) 
notifies  the  FEA,  in  accordance  with  Sec¬ 
tion  118(d)  (B)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  that 
the  installation  is  able  to  bum  coal  and 
to  comply  with  all  applicable  air  pollu¬ 
tion  control  requirements  without  a 
compliance  date  extension  under  Sec¬ 
tion  119(c)  of  such  Act,  or  (b)  if  such 
notification  is  not  given  by  EPA,  the 
date  that  the  Administrator  of  EPA  cer¬ 
tifies,  pursuant  to  Section  119(d)(1) 
(B)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  is  the  earliest 
date  that  the  installation  will  be  able  to 
comply  with  all  applicable  requirements 
of  S^tirni  119  of  that  Act,  and  (2)  FEIA 
has  considered  the  environmental  im¬ 
pact  of  making  the  order  effective,  pur¬ 
suant  to  10  CFR  208.3(a)  (4)  and  305.9, 
and  has  served  the  affected  installation 
with  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  10  CFR  303.10(b),  303.37(b) 
and  305.7.  Ihe  date  the  Prohibition 
Order  will  be  effective  will  be  stated  in 
the  Notice  of  Effectiveness. 

10  CFR  305.9  requires  that,  prior  to 
issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  to 
an  installation,  FEA  shall  perform  an 
analysis  of  the  envinmmental  impact  of 
the  issuance  of  such  Notice  of  Effective¬ 


ness.  That  analysis  shall  xesult  in  either 
(1)  issuance  of  a  declaration  that  the 
Pr(diibition  Order  will  not,  if  made  effec¬ 
tive  by  issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effective¬ 
ness,  be  likely  to  have  a  significant 
impact  on  the  quality  of  the  human 
environment,  or  (2)  the  pr^iar^tion  by 
FEA  of  an  environmental  impact  state¬ 
ment  covering  significant  site-specific 
impacts  that  are  likely  to  result  from  the 
Prohibition  Order  and  that  have  not 
been  adequately  addressed  in  the  Final 
Programmatic  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  or  in  other  official  dociunenta 
made  publicly  available.  If  FEA  prepares 
an  environmental  impact  statement 
covering  significant  site-specific  Inupacts 
resulting  from  making  a  Prohibitiem 
Order  effective,  the  statement  shall  be 
prepared  and  published  for  comment  in 
accordance  with  Section  102(2)  (C)  of 
the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
of  1969  prior  to  issuance  of  a  Notice  of 
Effectiveness.  Interested  persons  may 
request  a  public  hearing  pursuant  to  10 
CFR  303.173  to  comment  on  the  con¬ 
tents  of  a  draft  environmental  impact 
statement.  With  respect  to  comments 
regarding  any  impact  on  air  quality 
that  might  result  from  a  proposed  Prohi¬ 
bition  Order,  however,  it  should  be 
recognized  that  ESECA  has  assigned  to 
EPA  the  primary  responsibility  for 
analyzing  the  effect  of  any  such  order  on 
the  Nation’s  air  quality  and  for  deter- 
ming  the  applicable  air  pollution  c<mtrol 
requirements  that  apply  to  the  installa¬ 
tion  that  has  been  issued  an  order.  It  is 
expected  that,  in  almost  every  case,  an 
installation  to  which  a  Prohffiition  Order 
is  issued  will  be  eligible  to  ai^ly  to  EPA 
for  a  compliance  date  extension.  In 
connection  with  that  applicatkm,  EPA 
must  also  provide  an  opportunity  for 
written  comment  and  oral  presentatiem 
of  data,  views,  and  arguments  by  inter¬ 
ested  persons.  Enclosed  with  the  Notice 
of  Effectiveness  may  be  a  compliance 
reporting  schedule  to  Insure  that  the 
installation  will  be  able  to  comply  with 
the  prohibition  of  the  burning  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleiun  products  as  a  primary 
energy  source  on  the  effective  date 
specified  in  the  Notice  of  Effectiveness. 

Public  ccMnment  on  the  proposals  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  the  installa¬ 
tions  listed  above  is  invited  in  the  femn 
of  written  and  mul  presentation  of  data, 
views,  and  arguments.  Cmnments  should 
relate  to  individual  docket  numbers  and 
should  make  clear  to  which  docket  num¬ 
ber  the  individual  comment  is  addressed. 

Ccxnments  ^ould  address  (1)  the  ade¬ 
quacy  and  validity  of  each  of  the  pro- 
poaed  findings  and  the  conclusions  and 
rationale  in  support  of  these  findings,  (2) 
the  environmental  impact  of  making 
effective  a  Prohibition  Order,  including 
any  site-specific  environmental  impacts, 
and  (3)  any  other  aspects  or  impacts  of 
the  proposed  Prohibitimi  Order  believed 
to  be  relevant. 

Pursuant  to  10  CFR  303.17S(a)  and 
(d)  and  305.5,  FEA  hereby  announces 
that  a  public  hearing  to  receive  mtd 
presentation  of  data,  views,  and  argu¬ 
ments  of  interested  persons  will  be  held 


ENERGY  SUPPLY  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  COORDINATION  ACT 
Intention  To  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  Certain  Installations;  Brown  Co.,  et  al. 

The  Federal  Energy  Admiristration  (FEA)  hereby  gives  notice  of  its  intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders,  pursuant  to  the  authorities  granted  it  by  Section  2  (a)  and 
(b)  of  the  Energy  Supply  and  Environmental  CoordinatkHi  Act  of  1974,  as  amended 
(ESECA),  and  Title  10,  Code  of  Federal  Regxilations  (10  CFR),  Parts  303  and  305 
to  the  following  installations: 


Docket  No. 

Owner 

Installation 

Unit  No. 

Location 

OCU-0004 

OCU-1356 

OCU-1853 

Brown  Co.,  Specialty  Papers  Divi¬ 
sion. 

A.  E.  Staley  Manufacturing  Co . 

Parchment  plant . 

.  Decatur  plant . 

9,10 

....  19,20,21 

....  9,10 

Parchment,  Mich. 

Decatur,  Ill. 
Robinson,  111. 
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beginning  at  9  ajn.  on  May  23  and  24, 
1977,  at  the  Federal  Building,  Room  1903, 
219  8.  Dearborn  Street,  Chicago,  Illinois 
00604.  Any  per8<m  who  has  an  Interest 
in  the  subject  of  the  hearing  or  who  is 
a  representatlre  of  a  group  or  class  of 
persons  which  has  an  interest  in  the 
subject  (rf  the  hearing  may  make  a  writ¬ 
ten  request,  or  a  verbal  request  if  con¬ 
firmed  in  writing,  for  an  opportunity  to 
make  an  oral  presentation.  That  request 
should  be  directed  to  George  Elvans,  FEA 
Region  V,  Federal  OfiBce  Building,  175 
West  Jackson  Boulevard,  Chicago,  Illi¬ 
nois  60604,  312-886-5168.  The  request 
should  be  received  before  4:30  pm.. 
Wednesday,  May  18.  1977.  The  request 
should  describe  the  person’s  Interest  in 
the  issue (s)  involved;  if  appropriate,  it 
should  state  why  the  person  is  an  appro¬ 
priate  r^resentative  of  the  group  or 
class  of  perscms  which  has  such  an  inter¬ 
est:  it  should  give  a  cmicise  siunmary  of 
the  proposed  oral  presentation  and  a 
phone  number  where  the  person  may  be 
contacted  through  May  20,  1977.  Speak¬ 
ers  should  submit  ten  (10)  copies  of  their 
oral  presentation  if  possible,  unless  such 
presentation  is  less  than  five  (5)  pages, 
in  which  case  only  one  copy  is  required, 
to  N.  Allen  Anderson,  Regional  Admin¬ 
istrator,  Federal  Energy  Administration, 
Federal  Office  Building,  175  West  Jack- 
B<m  Boulevard,  Room  A-333,  before  May 
20,  1977.  Speakers  will  be  contacted  by 
an  FEA  representative  before  4:30  p.m., 
Thursday,  May  19.  1977,  to  confirm 
receipt  of  the  written  request. 

Detailed  technical  data,  views,  and  ar¬ 
guments  should  be  contained  in  a  writ¬ 
ten  submission  in  support  of  the  oral 
presentation.  The  oral  presentation  it¬ 
self  should  be  a  summary  of  those  writ¬ 
ten  comments. 

While  FEA  win  endeavor  to  provide 
adequate  opportunity  to  all  who  desire 
to  speak.  FEA  reserves  the  right  to  limit 
the  number  of  persons  to  be  heard  at 
the  hearing,  to  schedxde  their  respective 
presentations  and  to  establish  the  pro¬ 
cedures  governing  the  conduct  of  the 
hearing.  The  length  of  time  allocated  to 
each  presentation  may  be  limited  on  the 
basis  of  the  number  of  persons  requesting 
to  be  heard.  The  FEIA  wiU  prepare  an 
agenda  that  shall  provide,  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  possible,  for  the  presentation  of  all 
relevant  data,  views,  and  arguments. 

An  FEA  ofDclal  will  be  designated  to 
preside  at  the  hearing  which  will  not  be 
a  Judicial  or  evldentiaiy  hearing.  During 
oral  presentations  cmly  those  conducting 
the  hearing  may  ask  questions.  There 
will  be  no  erosa-examlnatkm.  At  the 
conclusion  of  all  initial  oral  presenta¬ 
tions,  each  person  who  has  made  an  oral 
statement  will  be  given  the  oivortunlty, 
if  he  or  she  so  desires,  to  make  a  rebuttal 
statement.  The  rebuttal  statements  will 
be  given  in  the  order  in  which  the  initial 
statements  were  made  and  will  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  time  limitations. 

Any  Interested  person  may  submit 
written  questions  to  the  presiding  offi¬ 
cer  to  be  asked  of  any  person  making 
an  oral  presentation.  The  presiding  offi¬ 
cer  win  determine  whether  to  ask  the 
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qiMstion.  having  first  determined 
whether  the  question  Is  relevant,  and 
whether  adequate  time  may  be  afforded 
for  an  answer. 

Any  further  procedural  rules  needed 
for  the  prcHxr  ccmduct  of  the  hearing 
will  be  announced  by  the  presiding 
(^Bcer. 

A  transcript  of  the  hearing  will  be 
made  and  it.  together  wiUi  any  written 
comments  submitted  In  the  course  of  the 
hearing,  will  be  retained  by  the  FEA  and 
made  available  for  Inspection  and  c<H>y- 
Ing  at  the  Freedom  of  Information  Reel¬ 
ing  Room,  Room  2107,  Federal  Build¬ 
ing,  12th  and  Pennsylvania  Avenue  NW.. 
Washington,  D.C.  20461,  and  the  FEA 
Regional  Office,  Federal  Office  Build¬ 
ing,  175  West  Jackson  Boxdevard,  Chi¬ 
cago,  Illinois  60604,  between  the  hours  of 
8  a.m.  and  4:30  p.m.,  Monday  through 
Friday.  Anyone  may  purchase  a  copy  of 
the  transcript  from  the  reporter. 

Interested  persons  are  Invited  to  sub¬ 
mit  written  comments  consisting  of  data, 
views,  and  arguments  with  respect  to 
these  proposed  Prohibition  Orders  to 
Executive  Communications,  Box  MK, 
Federal  Energy  Administration,  Federal 
Buildhig,  Room  3317,  12th  and  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  Avenue  NW.,  Washington,  D.C, 
20461. 

Comments  and  other  documents  sub¬ 
mitted  to  FEA  Executive  Commxmica- 
tions  should  be  identified  on  the  outside 
of  the  envelope  in  which  they  are  trans¬ 
mitted  and  on  the  document  itself  with 
the  designation  “Proposed  Prc^ibitlon 
Order  for  the _ In¬ 

stallation.’’  Fifteen  copies  should  be  sub¬ 
mitted. 

All  written  comments  received  by  4:30 
pjn..  Tuesday,  June  14,  1977,  all  oral 
presentatlmis.  and  all  other  relevant  in¬ 
formation  submitted  to  or  available  to 
FEA  will  be  ccHisidered  by  FEA  prior  to 
issuance  of  a  Prohibitimi  Order. 

Any  information  or  data  considered  to 
be  confidential  by  the  perstm  furnishing 
it  must  be  so  identifi^  and  sulxnltted 
in  writing,  one  copy  cmly.  The  FEA  re¬ 
serves  the  right  to  determine  the  confi¬ 
dential  status  (rf  the  information  or  data 
and  to  treat  it  In  accordance  with  that 
determination. 

Copies  of  the  regulatlcms  implement¬ 
ing  Section  2  (a)  and  (b)  of  ESECA  (10 
CFR  Parts  303  and  305)  are  available 
from  the  following  FEA  Regional  Of¬ 
fices: 

Rboion,  Address,  and  Phone 

l.  Robert  MitcheU.  Regional  Administrator, 
180  Causeway  Street.  Room  700,  Boston, 
Massachusetts  02113—617-333-8701. 

n.  Alfred  Klelnfeld,  Regional  Admlntetrator, 
26  Federal  Plasa,  Room  3206,  New  York, 
New  York  10007—213-364-1031. 

m.  J.  A.  TaSala,  Regional  Administrator, 
1421  Cherry  Street.  Room  1001,  Philadel¬ 
phia.  Pennsylvania  19103 — 313-697-3390. 

IV.  Donald  Allen.  Regional  Administrator, 
1686  Peachtree  Street.  NR.— 8th  Floor,  At¬ 
lanta.  OeorgU  30309—404-336-2837. 

V.  N.  AUen  Anderson.  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor.  Federal  OOoe  Building.  176  West  Jack- 
son  Bird..  Boom  A-833.  Chicago,  Illinois 
60604—313-353-0640. 

VI.  Delbert  Fowler.  Regional  Administrator, 
Post  Office  Box  36238,  3636  West  Mocklng- 


24509 

bird  Lane,  Dallas,  Texas  78235 — ^314-749- 
7343. 

Vn.  NeU  Adams,  Regional  Administrate', 
1150  Orand  Avenue,  Kansas  City,  Missouri 
64106—31 6-374-2061 . 

Vni.  Dudley  Paver,  Regional  Administrator, 
Post  Office  Box  36247,  Belmar  Branch,  1075 
South  Yukon  Street,  Lakewood,  Colorado 
80226—303-234-2430. 

IX.  WUllam  Arntx,  Regional  Administrator, 
111  Pine  Street.  San  Francisco,  California 
94111 — 415-356-7216. 

X.  Jack  B.  Robertson,  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor,  1992  Federal  Building,  915  Second  Ave¬ 
nue.  Seattle,  Washington  98174 — 206-442- 
7380. 

MFBI  Prohibition  Order  Candidate 
Identification  and  Selection  Meth¬ 
odology 

FEA  has  engaged  in  a  two  year,  two 
part,  process  in  which  it  first  Identified, 
after  extensive  Informatkxi  gathering, 
the  potential  imlverse  of  major  fuel 
bumhig  installations  (MFEI’s)  in  order 
to  determine  which  MFBI’s  might  be 
subject  to  Prohibition  Orders.  FEA  then 
performed  a  detailed  analysis  of  individ¬ 
ual  potential  order  recipients  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  facts  would  warrant  pub¬ 
lication  of  a  Notice  of  Intentkm  (NOD 
to  Issue  a  Prohibltiim  Order  to  any  of 
the  potential  order  recipients. 

I.  DETEBMINATION  OF  CANDIDATE  TJNIVEBSE 

On  March  20.  1975,  by  Notice  in  the 
F’ederal  Register  (40  FR  12706) ,  FEA  re¬ 
quired  MFBI’s  with  design  fir^  rates 
in  excess  of  100  million  BTTTs  per  hour 
to  provide  basic  identifying  information. 
(FEA  in  its  regulations  published  on 
May  9.  1975,  (40  FR  20463)  adopted  the 
100  million  BTTrs  per  hour  desi^  firing 
rate  as  the  minimum  size  MFBI  that 
would  be  eligible  for  a  Prohibition 
Order). 

On  April  18.  1975,  FEA  published 
notice  in  the  Federal  Register  (40  FR 
17328)  that  it  would  mall  to  all  then 
known  MFBI’s  a  questionnaire,  entitled 
“Major  Fuel  Burning  Installatlcm  Coal 
Conversion  Report”  (Form  FEA  C-602- 
S-0) .  designed  to  provide  FEA  with  addi- 
tlonaJ  InfOTmation  needed  to  help  deter¬ 
mine  whether  the  MFBI’s  would  be 
candidates  for  PnAilbition  Orders.  Ques¬ 
tionnaires  were  mailed  to  those  respond¬ 
ents  to  the  March  20,  1975,  F’ederal 
Registkb  notice  and  to  other  MFBTs 
Identified  through  data  provided  hy  FEA 
regional  personnel,  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  other  Federal  agen¬ 
cies,  and  through  contact  with  trade 
associations.  A  total  of  822  parent  com¬ 
panies  respemded  to  the  survey,  identify¬ 
ing  3,482  installations  and  6.2M  individ¬ 
ual  units. 

TTie  first  survey  provided  FEA  with 
historical  information  on  quantum  and 
quality  of  fud  use  and  preliminary  pcAu- 
tlon  control  data  relative  to  the  facilities 
in  question. 

Compilation  and  evaluation  of  the  in¬ 
formation  rectived  from  the  survey  led 
to  development  of  a  supplemental  ques¬ 
tionnaire  (Fohn  FEA  C-602-S-1)  to 
elicit  data  on  the  financial  situation  of 
owners  of  MFBI’s,  including  Infmina- 
tkm  designed  to  ascertain  what  the  ef- 
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fects  of  a  Prohibition  Order  would  be  on 
an  individual  company  basis.  This  ques¬ 
tionnaire  was  designed  to  provide  a  basis 
for  subsequent  analysis  of  the  MFBI  in 
terms  of  financial  capability,  additional 
capital  investment  costs  resulting  from 
a  Prohibiti<m  Order,  (H>erating  cost  dif¬ 
ferentials  and  coal  and  coal  transporta¬ 
tion  avsdlability.  This  supplemental 
questionnaire  was  sent  in  June  1976  to 
various  owners  of  MFBTs  to  obtain  in- 
formaticm  on  161  sites  and  281  individual 
units. 

Most  of  the  supplemental  question¬ 
naires  (involving  138  sites  and  246  units) 
were  sent  to  owners  of  MPHTs  identified 
as  capable  of  burning  coal  in  the  first 
questionnaire  and  which,  in  1974,  burned 
at  least  150,000  barrels  of  oil  or  921,000,- 
000  cubic  feet  of  natural  gas  or  a  Btu 
equivalent  combinaticm.  These  MFBI’s 
were  chosen  because  of  their  potential 
for  large  fuel  savings  and  the  potential 
low  conversion  costs  to  fuel  savings 
ratio. 

The  other  supplemental  question¬ 
naires  were  salt  to  MFBI’s  which  had 
indicated  an  intenticm  to  discontinue 
coal  use  (23  sites  at  which  there  were 
35  units) . 

In  Sa>tember  1976,  after  responses  to 
the  supplemental  questionnaires  had 
been  received,  PEA  consulted  with  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency 
(EPA)  to  obtain  EPA’s  best  estimate  as 
to  the  means  by  which  these  MFBFs 
could  bum  coal  and  comply  with  all  ap¬ 
plicable  air  polluticm  control  require¬ 
ments.  EPA  indicated  whether  partic¬ 
ular  MFBI’s  would  require  upgrading,  or 
installaticm  of  electrostatic  precipita¬ 
tors,  Installation  of  fiue-gas  desulfuriza- 
tion  devices,  or  wether  the  MFBI  could 
bum  coal  that  would  conform  to  air  pol- 
lutkm  control  requirements  without  pol¬ 
lution  control  equipment. 

n.  SITE  SPECIFIC  ANALYSIS 

Once  FEA  had  gathered  the  supple¬ 
mental  data  relating  to  the  161  sites,  it 
then  conducted  a  technical  analysis  for 
each  respondent  to  the  supplemental 
questionnaire. 

FEA  prepared  a  technical  summary 
based  on  the  information  provided  to 
enable  the  Agency  to  analyze  each 
respondent’s  potential  amenability  to 
receipt  of  an  NOZ.  ’The  technical  sum¬ 
mary  ccmsisted  of  the  following  data: 

a.  Expected  remaining  useful  Ufe  (re¬ 
spondent’s  and  PEA’S  estimates); 

b.  Unit  capacity, 

c.  Fuel  consumption  for  1975; 

d.  The  last  year  coal  was  burned  at  the 
Installation; 

e.  Costs  of  converting  to  coal.  Including 
pollutlcm  control  equipment  costs.  If  any 
(respondent’s  and  FEA’s  estimates) ; 

f.  Type  of  pollution  control  equipment.  If 
any,  required  (respondent’s  and  EPA's 
estimates);  and 

g.  Other  relevant  factors,  such  as  percent 
sulfur  content  In  coal  that  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  Insure  compliance  with  environ¬ 
mental  standards. 

FEA  eUminated  or  deferred  from 
further  consideration  those  MFBI’s  for 
which  the  following  criteria  were  ap¬ 
plicable: 


a.  Remaining  useful  life  of  the  MFBI  on 
January  1,  1978  would  be  less  than  one  year 
(based  on  an  expected  useful  life  of  40 
years); 

b.  The  utlllssatlon  factor  of  the  MFBI  was 
leas  than  20  percent; 

c.  Space  required  for  coal  use  at  the  In¬ 
stallation  was  Inadequate  or  unavailable; 

d.  Since  filing  the  original  questionnaire, 
the  MFBI  had  been  converted  to  coal  as  Its 
primary  energy  soiuce  or  the  owner  has  cer¬ 
tified  that  the  MFBI  will  be  so  converted  In 
the  near  future; 

e.  The  MFBI  used  (In  the  latest  year  for 
which  fuel  use  figures  are  available)  sig¬ 
nificantly  less  than  2  X  lO'i  Btu's  of  oil  or 
natural  gas. 

Items  a  or  b  above,  would  prevent  FEA 
from  finding  that  burning  coal  by  the 
MFBI  would  be  practicable.  FEA  assumed 
a  forty-year  useful  life  as  a  reasonable 
estimate  based  on  general  industrial  av¬ 
erages.  FEA  has  decided  not  to  analyze 
MFBI’s  that  have  already  converted  to 
coal,  since  the  basic  purposes  of  ESECA 
have  already  been  accomplished  by  such 
conversions  and  FEA  has  concluded  that 
its  resources  would  be  better  allocated  by 
ccmcentrating  on  those  MFBI’s  which  are 
not  now  burning  coal. 

Certain  MFBI’s  were  eliminated  from 
further  analysis  upon  FEA’s  determina¬ 
tion  that  one  or  more  of  the  factors 
which  FEA  must  consider  pursuant  to 
S  305.4(c)  of  its  regulations  would  have 
resulted  in  disqualification  of  a  particu¬ 
lar  MFBI.  Such  eliminations  were  based 
on  factors  such  as  process  fuel  uses  pecu¬ 
liar  to  the  MFBI’s,  inadequate  land  or 
space  for  coal  related  facilities,  unique 
or  unusual  environmental  constraints, 
and  other  similar  disqualifying  consid¬ 
erations. 

If  in  FEA’s  Judgment,  analysis  of  the 
siunmary  information  raised  issues  that 
required  further  Investigation,  FEA  con¬ 
ducted  visits  to  the  specific  sites.  Site 
visits  were  employed  in  circmnstances  in 
which  lap^B  dl^repancies  between  FEA’s 
and  the  MFBI’s  cost  estimates  were  ob¬ 
served.  unusual  technical  problems  were 
presented  by  the  MFBI  with  respect  to 
coal  use,  and  when  other  disparities  oc¬ 
curred  between  the  information  submit¬ 
ted  by  the  MFBI  and  that  develc^ied  in¬ 
dependently  by  FEA.  Information  de¬ 
veloped  during  the  site  visits  served  to 
either  eliminate  an  MFBI  from  further 
consideration,  through  the  aforemen¬ 
tioned  criteria,  or  served  to  demonstrate 
that  FEA  should  continue  its  analysis. 

For  each  MFBI  not  eliminated  through 
any  of  the  above  criteria,  FEA  has  cal¬ 
culated  the  net  operating  cost  differential 
between  using  coal  as  the  MFBI’s  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source  and  using  either  nat¬ 
ural  gas  or  petndeum  products. 

A.  Calculation  of  net  operating  cost 
differential.  The  net  operating  cost  dif¬ 
ferential  consists  of  the  sum  of  (1)  an¬ 
nualized  increased  capital  investment 
costs  required  for  conversi(xi  to  coal,  (2) 
differences  in  operating  and  maintenance 
costs  (including  the  fuel  cost  differen¬ 
tial),  and  (3)  the  potential  tax  conse¬ 
quences  attoidant  to  conversion.  Ini¬ 
tially,  FEA  performs  two  calculaticms  in 
determining  the  net  operating  cost  dif¬ 
ferential,  one  using  cost  figures  supplied 


by  the  MFBI  and  the  other  using  FEA’s 
own  estimates.  When  the  MFBI’s  figures 
are  within  a  reasonable  range  of  FEA’s 
estimates,  FEA  generally  accepts  the 
MFBI’s  figures.  Gross  discrepancies  are 
examined  in  more  detail  by  FEA  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  reas(Hiableness  of  the  differing 
estimates  and  to  reconcile  differences. 

’The  elements  of  the  three  parts  of  the 
net  operating  cost  differential  are  ex¬ 
plained  below: 

1.  Capital  investment  costs.  The  pri¬ 
mary  element  in  this  part  is  the  cost  of 
equipment  acquisition  and  refurbish¬ 
ment  required  for  conversion  to  coal, 
including  refurbishment  or  acquisition 
of  pollution  control  equipment.  In  deter¬ 
mining  the  estimated  annual  increase 
fixed  costs  to  the  owner  resulting  from 
such  capital  investment.  FEA  calculates 
the  annual  depreciation  of  equipment 
costs  over  the  expected  remaining  useful 
service  life  of  the  MFBI  (including  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  investment  tax  credit) 
and  adds  the  estimated  annual  cost  of 
capital. 

Annual  depreciation  is  calculated  as 
follows:  a.  Determine  cost  of  new  equip¬ 
ment  (including  pollutlcm  control  equip¬ 
ment)  minus  Investment  tax  credit  of  10 
percent. 

b.  Divide  the  figure  in  a,  above,  by  the 
expected  remaining  useful  life  of  the 
MFBI  after  converslcm  is  completed.  FEA 
presumes  that  the  MFBI’s  determination 
of  remaining  useful  life  is  correct  if  it 
results  in  a  total  useful  life  of  at  least  40 
years.  Otherwise,  FEA  will  conduct  a 
more  detailed  examination  of  the  MFBI. 

Calculation  of  the  approximate  annual 
cost  of  capital  is  as  follows: 

a.  New  and  refurbished  equipment 
costs  minus  the  Investment  tax  credit, 
plus. 

b.  ’Twice  the  cost  of  land  acquisitions 
reciulred  for  conversions  to  coal  bmning. 

c.  The  total  of  1)  and  2)  is  divided 
by  2  and  then  multiplied  by  a  10  percent 
interest  rate. 

2.  Operating  and  maintenance  costs. 
Ihe  primary  factor  considered  in  this 
calculaticm  is  the  annual  fuel  cost  differ¬ 
ential  which  represents  the  difference 
between  (derating  the  MFBI  with  coal  as 
its  primary  energy  tource  in  lieu  of  pe- 
troleiun  products  (h*  natural  gas.  (If  the 
current  supply  of  natural  gas  to  the 
MFBI  is  curtailed,  then  the  cidculation 
of  the  fuel  cost  differential  does  not  in- 
clude  natural  gas  as  part  of  the  MFBI’s 
cxurent  fuel  use  to  the  extent  of  that  ciur- 
tallment.  In  such  cases  the  NOCD  was 
calculated  on  the  basis  of  actual  fuel 
usage) .  FEA  has  goierally  accepted  the 
coal  price  reported  by  the  MFBI’s.  If  FEA 
ccmsidered  the  stated  price  to  be  unrea¬ 
sonable,  it  further  examined  coal  prices 
based  upon  an  analysis  of  delivered 
prices  of  coal  in  the  area  of  the  MFBI 
under  consideration  and  an  analysis  of 
likely  coal  sources.  Projected  coal  use 
after  conversion  was  calculated  by  con¬ 
verting  latest  annual  fuel  use  data  to  its 
B’TU  equividait  for  coal. 

Determination  of  the  differential  re¬ 
lating  to  labor  costs  and  the  differential 
relating  to  other  (derating  and  malnte- 
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nance  costs  was  based  upon  estimates 
supplied  by  the  MFBI’s. 

3.  Potential  tax  effects.  Federal  and 
state  tax  rates  have  been  applied  to  the 
net  operating  cost  different!^  to  deter¬ 
mine  maximum  potential  tax  effects  re¬ 
sulting  from  a  I^ohlbition  Order. 

If  the  NOCD  for  an  MFBI  was  positive, 
l.e.,  projects  an  increase  in  annual  costs 
of  operations,  then  a  calculation  of  the 
cost  per  barrel  of  oil  saved  was  per¬ 
form^  by  dividing  the  NOCD  by  the 
number  of  barrels  of  oil  actually  used 
on  an  annual  basis  (or,  if  the  MFBI 
was  a  natural  gas  user,  the  number  of 
barrels  of  oil  which  would  be  required 
to  replace  the  gas  use  on  an  equivalent 
BTU  basis).  This  figure  (cost  per  barrel 
of  oil  saved)  was  then  considered  in 
terms  of  the  number  of  barrels  of  oil 
and/or  MCF  of  natural  gas  that  would 
be  saved  by  issuance  of  a  Prohibition 
Order,  the  effect  of  the  NCX^D  on  the 
MFBI  owner’s  operating  expenses,  as 
well  as  various  environmental  and  other 
factors  in  reaching  the  final  determina¬ 
tion  as  to  which  candidates  should  re¬ 
ceive  an  NOL 


These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed 
by  FEA,  are  based  on  the  Information  that 
has  been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA 
prior  to  the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Inten¬ 
tion  (NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

The  Brown  Company  shall  be  referred  to 
as  the  “owner”  and  as  “Brown.”  Parchment 
Plant  Units  9  and  10  ^all  be  referred  to  as 
the  "MFBI’s”  and  as  “Parchment  9  and  10.” 

Z.  CAPABILITT  AND  NECESSARY  PLANT  EQUmMENT 
TO  BX7RN  COAL 

FEA  prc^oses  to  find  that  on  June  23, 
1974,  Parchment  9  and  10  had  the  capabUlty 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  bum  coal. 
This  proposed  finding  Is  based  on  the  facts 
and  Interpretations  stated  below: 

A.  Brown,  In  a  Major  Fuel  Burning  Instal¬ 
lation  Coal  Conversion  Report,  Section  n. 
Questions  6,  and  13-14,  (Form  FEA  C-603- 
&-0).  filed  on  April  28,  1975,  Indicated  that 
each  MFBI  had  In  place  on  June  32,  1974,  a 
boiler  that  was  capable  of  burning  ooal.  Tlie 
boilers  had  been  designed  and  constructed 
or  modified  to  bum  coal  as  their  primary 
energy  source,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
on  June  33,  1974,  the  MFBI’s  may  not  have 
been  biunlng  coal  as  their  piimtwy  energy 
source. 

B.  Based  on  Information  Brown  filed  with 
FEA  dated  August  20.  1976,  and  other  Infor¬ 
mation  available  to  FEA,  the  foUowlng  plant 
equipment  and  facilities  at  Parchment  9  and 
10  would  have  to  be  acquired  or  refurbished 
In  order  for  these  MFBI’s  to  bum  ooal  as 
their  primary  energy  source:  1.  Special  In- 
stnunentatlon  and  controls;  2.  Bunkers; 
8.  Unloaders  and  shakers;  4.  Conveyors;  6. 
Ash  handling  and  ponding  equipment; 
6.  Burners;  7.  ’Thawers;  8.  Crukhers;  9.  Pul¬ 
verisers;  10.  Scales;  11.  Pile  handling  equip¬ 
ment. 


It  is  to  be  noted  that  much  of  the  in¬ 
formation  used  by  FEA  to  make  its 
practicability  findings  is  arguably  con¬ 
fidential  under  18  U.S.C.  1905.  Therefore, 
such  information  has  not  appeared  in 
the  Appendix  to  the  NOI.  The  calcula¬ 
tions  have  been  explained  in  each  case 
and  the  data  are  available  to  the  rep- 
resentatives  of  the  owner  of  the  MFBI. 

Any  questions  regarding  this  Notice 
should  be  directed  to  the  FEA  Na¬ 
tional  Office  as  follows:  Federal  Energy 
Administration,  Ctode  OCU  (Prohibition 

Order:  _  Installation) . 

Washington,  D.C,  20461  (202-566-7941). 

(Energy  Supply  and  Environmental  Coordi¬ 
nation  Act  of  1974  (15  U.S.C.  791  et  seq.),  as 
amended  by  Pub.  L.  94-163;  Federal  En> 
ergy  Administration  Act  of  1974  (15  UB.C. 
761  et  seq.),  as  amended  by  Pub.  L.  94-385; 
E.O.  11790  (39  FR  23185) .) 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  May  9, 
1977. 


C. .FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 
1974,  Parchment  9  and  10  had  all  other  slg* 
nlficant  plant  equipment  and  facilities  as¬ 
sociated  with  the  burning  of  ooal. 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  equipment  and  facilities  listed  In  para¬ 
graph  B,  above,  do  not  Individually  or  In 
combination  constitute  a  lack  of  capabUlty 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  burn  cOal 
as  of  June  22,  1974. 

n.  THE  BURNING  OT  COAL  IN  LIEU  OT  NATURAL 

GAS  OR  PETROLEUM  PRODUCTS  IS  PRACTTCABLX 

AND  CONSISTENT  WITH  THE  PURPOSES  OF 

ESECA 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of 
ooal  In  lieu  of  petroleum  products  or  natural 
gas  at  Parchment  9  and  10  Is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  This 
proposed  finding  Is  based  upon  an  analysis 
by  FEA  of  the  fuel  consumption  of  these 
boUers  for  the  period  1973-1976,  the  remain¬ 
ing  useful  service  life  of  each  boUer  after 
conversion,  the  net  operating  cost  differential 
that  would  result  from  compliance  with  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  facts  and 
Intmpretatlons  referenced  below: 

A  The  burning  of  coal  ia  practicable. — 
1.  Anticipated  fuel  supplies. — Curtailment 
of  natural  gas  supply.  Based  on  Information 
obtained  from  the  Federal  Power  Commls- 
slmt,  the  natural  gas  supplier,  and  In  ow- 
taln  cases  the  owner.  FEA  presumes  that 
these  MFBI’s  wUl  experience  a  substantial 
curtailment  of  their  present  supply  of  na¬ 
tural  gas.  This  curtailment  will  result  In  in- 
ereased  reliance  on  alternate  fuels  In  the 
future. 

3.  Costs  associated  with  burning  coat. — a. 
Capital  investment  costs.  The  total  esti¬ 


mated  Initial  capltsd  investment  costs.  In¬ 
cluding  financing  costs,  that  would  result 
from  the  acquisition  and  refurbishment  of 
equipment  and  facilities  associated  with  the 
burning  of  coal  at  Parchment  9  and  10 
have  been  determined. 

’This  determination  was  based  on  existing 
FEA  Information  and  analysis  as  well  as 
Information  filed  with  FEA  by  the  owner. 
Approximate  costs  to  comply  with  applicable 
environmental  protection  requirements  have 
also  been  considered,  mcludlng  the  cost  of 
compliance  with  the  air  pollution  control 
requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  The  expected  Increase  In  operating  and 
maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs, 
that  would  result  from  the  burning  of  coal 
has  been  calculated  based  on  Information 
supplied  by  the  owner  or  otherwise  acquired 
by  FEA. 

c.  Fuel  costs.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  an¬ 
nual  fuel  consumption  and  fuel  cost  Infor¬ 
mation  supplied  by  the  owner  and/or.  In 
appropriate  circumstances,  upon  FEA’s  fuel 
cost  estimates.  FEA  has  determined  that  the 
burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natimU  gas  or 
petroleum  products  at  Parchment  9  and  10 
arlll  result  In  a  decrease  In  annual  fuel 
costs. 

d.  Net  operating  cost  differential.  Based 
on  the  factors  stated  In  paragraphs  A.I.- 
a.-c.,  above,  as  well  as  the  expected  remain¬ 
ing  useful  life  of  the  boilers  after  conver¬ 
sion.  FEA  has  determined  that  the  net  an¬ 
nual  oneratlng  cost  differential,  hereafter 
“NOCD”,  (arhlch  represents  the  difference 
between  operating  the  boilers  with  coal  and 
alternate  fueKs)  as  their  primary  energy 
source),  resulting  from  the  conversion  of 
Parchment  9  and  10,  will  represent  an  annual 
savings. 

3.  Reasonableness  of  additional  costs  of 
burning  coal.  ’The  following  analysis  of  the 
coats  of  conversion  provides  the  basis  for  de¬ 
ciding  that  compliance  with  the  proposed 
order  Is  not  unreasonable. 

By  converting  from  burning  natmal  gas  to 
burning  coal  as  the  primary  energy  source 
these  MFBPs  would  experience  a  net  annual 
operating  cost  Increase,  but  would  save  a 
substantial  amount  of  natural  gas.  ’This  cost 
would  only  be  Incurred  for  a  limited  period 
because  these  MFBI’s  will  eventually  experi¬ 
ence  a  substantial  curtailment  of  their  sup¬ 
ply  of  natural  gas.  If  the  prohlblticMi  order 
were  not  Issued  to  these  MFBI’s  they  could 
alternately  replace  their  current  natural  gas 
supply  with  either  petroleum  products  or 
coal  for  the  period  following  such  substan¬ 
tial  curtailment  of  their  natural  gas  supply. 

In  the  calculation  of  the  NOCD,  FEA  has 
considered  oil  as  a  substitute  fuel  for  cur¬ 
tailed  natural  gas.  In  calculating  the  NOCD, 
In  those  Instances  where  the  MFBI  has  ex¬ 
perienced  no  curtailment  of  Its  natural  gas 
sui^ly,  FEA  considered  the  present  fuel 
usage.  ’The  net  annual  operating  cost  differ¬ 
ential  for  these  MFBIIs  resulting  from  oper¬ 
ating  on  coal  as  their  primary  energy  source. 
Instead  of  petroleum  products  (and/or  na¬ 
tural  gas  where  applicable) ,  will  represent  an 
annual  savings. 

Since  the  use  of  the  coal  alternative.  In¬ 
stead  of  petroleum  products,  could  be  ex¬ 
pected  to  result  In  a  net  cost  savings,  FEA  has 
determined  that  the  prohibition  against 
burning  natural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as 
the  primary  energy  source  at  these  MFBI’s  la 
not  unreasonable. 

’The  additional  costs  that  would  be  In¬ 
curred  frmn  prohibiting  the  burning  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  as  the  primary  energy  source  at 
these  MFBI’s  would  cmly  be  Inctured  for  a 
limited  period  of  time.  In  view  of  the  scarcity 
of  national  supplies  of  natural  gas  and  the 
likelihood  that  Parchment  9  and  10  will 


Eric  J.  Pyci, 
Acting  General  Counsel, 
Federal  Energy  Administration. 
Appendix  A — Proposed  Findings  and  Rationale  for  Notice  op  Intention  to  Issue  a 

PROHisrnoN  Order 

ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  major  fuel  burning  Installation  (MFBI).  FEA's  proposed  findings  are 
set  out  below  with  respect  to  the  MFBI’s  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclu¬ 
sions  are  also  set  forth. 


Docket  No. 

Owner 

IiistslUtion 

Unit  No.  Location 

OCU-00(M 

Brown  Co.,  Specialty 
Division. 

Papers  Parchment  plant . 

_  9, 10  Parchment,  Mich. 
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experience  a  substantial  curtailment  of  their 
present  supply  of  natiiral  gas  In  the  future, 
FEA  has  determined  that  the  cost  of  burning 
coal  In  lieu  of  natviral  gas  Is  not  unreason¬ 
able.  (Final  Report  Oil  and  Oas  Resources, 
Reserves,  and  Productive  Capacities  Vol¬ 
umes  I  and  II,  Feder  ,1  Energy  Administra¬ 
tion,  October  1975.)  This  determination  Is 
further  supported  by  consideration  of  the 
savings  that  would  result  from  the  burning 
of  coal  In  lieu  of  potential  alternate  petro¬ 
leum  products  for  the  period  after  which  the 
natural  gas  supply  to  Parchment  9  and  10 
would  be  substantially  cvirtalled. 

4.  Financial  capability  of  the  owner. — a. 
Recovery  of  capital  investment.  FEA  proposes 
to  find  that  compliance  with  a  Prohibition 
Order  by  Parchment  9  and  10  would  be  eco¬ 
nomically  feasible.  FEA's  analysis  took  Into 
consideration  the  financial  capability  of  the 
owner  and  Is  based  upon  the  owner’s  finan¬ 
cial  position  as  reported  In  the  Dun  and 
Bradstreet  Reference  Book  (March  1077). 
Where  necessary,  FEA  performed  an  Inde¬ 
pendent  analysis  of  the  owner’s  financial  ca¬ 
pability.  considering  such  factors  as  the 
owner’s  current  financial  statement  and  the 
additional  capital  Investment  required  for 
the  owner  to  comply  with  this  'NOI  and  all 
other  NOI’s  which  are  currently  under  con¬ 
sideration,  as  well  as  additional  capital  In¬ 
vestment  costs  related  to  all  other  Notices 
of  Intention,  to  date.  If  any,  to  Issue  Prohibi¬ 
tion  or  Construction  Orders,  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Orders,  If  any.  Issued  to  date  under  authority 
of  Section  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  MFBrs 
owned  by  Brown.  FEA  related  these  addi¬ 
tional  capital  Investment  costs  to  the  total 
capitalization  of  Brown  and  the  remaining 
iiseful  life  after  conversion  of  Parchment  9 
and  ID. 

FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  the 
added  capital  Investment  costs  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financial 
capabilities  of  Brown  to  assume  such  costs. 

b.  7otoI  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  ’The  total  estimated  annual  Increase 
In  costs  (amortized  Increased  canltal  Invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs)  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal 
aa  opposed  to  oil  and  natural  gas  attributa¬ 
ble  to  compliance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other 
NOI’s  which  are  currently  under  considera¬ 
tion  has  been  determined.  FEA  also  took  Into 
consideration  total  annual  costs  resulting 
from  compliance  with  all  Other  Notices  of 
Intention,  to  date.  If  any.  to  Issue  Prohibi¬ 
tion  or  Construction  Orders,  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Orders,  If  any.  Issued  to  date  under  authority 
of  Section  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  Brown 
MFBI’s. 

However,  due  to  the  potential  offsetting 
value  of  fuel  cost  savings  attributable  to 
compliance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s 
currently  under  consideration.  Brown’s  total 
annual  costs  after  conversion  should 
decrease. 

B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of 
ESECA.  Because  the  Issuance  of  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  to  Parchment  9  and  10  will  dis¬ 
courage  the  use  of  natural  gas  or  petroleum 
products  and  encourage  the  Increased  use  of 
coal,  FEA  proposes  to  conclude  that  this 
action  would  be  consistent  with  the  purpose 
of  ESECA  to  provide  a  means  to  assist  In 
meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the  United 
States  for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analy¬ 
sis  which  FEA  Is  required  to  conduct  prior 
to  Issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity 
for  these  MFBI’s  to  comply  with  the  Clean 
Air  Act  and  other  applicable  environmental 
protection  requirements,  FEA  proposes  to 
conclude  that  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Parch¬ 
ment  0  and  10  woiild  be  consistent  with  toe 


purpose  of  ESECA  to  provide  for  a  means  to 
assist  In  meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the 
United  States  for  fuels  in  a  manner  which  is 
consistent,  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable, 
with  Mclstlng  national  commitments  to  pro¬ 
tect  and  Improve  the  environment. 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  ’The  estimated  na¬ 
tional  demand,  excluding  any  increased  de¬ 
mand  resulting  from  FEA  action  under  the 
authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA,  Is  as  fol¬ 
lows  (FEA  1976  National  Energy  Outlook) : 


m.  COAX,  AND  COAL  TEANSPOBTATION  rACILinXS 

wrru,  BE  AVAILABLE  TO  THESE  MFBl’S  DUBQfO 

THE  PEXIOD  UNTIL  DECEMBER  31.  1984 

A.  Coal  availability. — 1.  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  foreseeable  future.  U.S.  Department  of 
the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data 
show  a  demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of 
over  *400  billion  tons,  over  half  of  which  Is 
currently  technically  and  economically  re¬ 
coverable  (Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base 
of  the  United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on 
January  1,  1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1975) 
(hereafter  “BOM  Survey’’)).  Within  these 
recoverable  reserves  approximately  200  bil¬ 
lion  tons  contain  1  %  or  less  sulfur  by  weight. 
To  determine  when  certain  quantities  of 
these  reserves  are  expected  to  be  available, 
FEA  has  examined  several  studies  referenced 
herein,  which  tc^ether  provide  the  best  cur¬ 
rent  evidence  as  to  coal  availability  for  the 
period  ending  December  31,  1984. 

2.  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncommit¬ 
ted  planned  national  coal  production 
(derived  from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal 
producing  companies)  shows  that  there 
should  be  sufficient  production  of  coal  to 
meet  the  total  national  demand  through 
1980.  Beyond  1980,  plans  for  new  production 
are  not  yet  fully  developed  because  few  coal 
producers  have  firm  expansion  plans  that 
extend  that  far  Into  the  future;  however,  the 
projected  total  planned  national  coal  pro¬ 
duction  for  1985  already  meets  99%  of  the 
total  U.S.  demand  expected  In  1985.  With 
time,  more  potential  mine  developments  will 
become  firm  plans,  thus  Increasing  the 
planned  production. 

a.  National  coal  production.  It  Is  conserva¬ 
tively  estimated  that  It  will  be  practicable  to 
produce  coal  nationally  In  at  least  the  fol¬ 
lowing  quantities: 


Production 

Potential 

Tear:  (million  tons) 

1977  _ 732.3 

1978  . 791.6 

1979  . 851.4 

1980  _ 911.7 

1981  . 960.0 

1982  . . .  994.  3 

1983  . 1,017.4 

1984  . 1,028.7 

1985  . 1,029.6 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA’s  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  ’This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond  1980. 
The  1985  projection,  therefore,  tends  to  im- 
derestlmate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  study.  Coal  Availability  Report, 
April  1977,  (hereafter  “Availability  Report”), 
Indicates  current  plans  for  nationwrlde  pro¬ 
duction  of  uncommitted  coal  as  follows: 


Production 

Tear:  (million  tons) 

1978  . 124.3 

1979  .  248.1 

1980  _  293.3 

1981  . 350.0 

1982  _ 369.9 

1983  . 396.2 

1984  _  475.5 

1985  . 544.9 


Demand 

Tear:  (million  tons) 

1978  _ 730 

1979  .  764 

1980  . .  799 

1981  .  842 

1982  . 887 

1983  . 935 

1984  . 985 

1985  . . 1,040 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  ’The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohibition 
Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding 
Prohibition  Orders  issued  to  date  under  au¬ 
thority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESEiCA  Is  no  more 
than  the  following  (“Availability  Report”) : 


Tear: 

1973 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


Demand 
(million  tons) 

.  11.0 

.  22.4 

.  32.5 

.  35. 8 

. .  57.  4 

.  59. 8 

.  59. 8 


8.  Characteristic  coal  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  FEA’s  “Availability  Report”  Identifies 
coal  of  specific  quality  characteristics  avail¬ 
able  for  use  at  these  MFBI’s.  ’The  survey  Is 
based  on  data  from  31  mining  companies 
that  supplied  useful  information  on  96  min¬ 
ing  units.  Responses  from  these  companies 
Identified  planned  production  of  coal  which 
Is  not  now  committed  to  a  specific  buyer. 
For  those  companies  which  did  not  respond 
to  the  survey,  FEA  estimated  their  uncom¬ 
mitted  planned  production  bfuied  on  their 
1974  production. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for 
these  MFBl'a.  FElA’s  “Availability  Report” 
has  determined  that  IwUers  of  the  type  used 
at  Parchment  9  and  10  will  be  able  to  burn 
coal  of  the  following  characteristics  and  com¬ 
ply  with  all  iqipllcable  air  pollution  control 
requirements. 


Btu’s/lb . » 10,  700 

Moisture  (percent) _  *15 

Ash  (percent) _  *20 

Volatile  (percent) _  *15 

Ash  softening  temperature  ( °F) _  *  2, 200 

Sulfur  (approximately)  (percent)..  *1.5 


*  Minimum. 

*  Maximum. 


b.  Characteristic  coal  demands  from  these 
MFBVs.  ’The  potential  demand  for  coal,  of 
the  type  described  above,  which  would  result 
from  this  NOI  Is  estimated  to  be  as  follows: 

Demand 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1980  and  tbereafter _  130 

c.  National  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  coal.  FEA’s  "Availability  Report”  has 
determined  that  coal  of  the  type  described 
In  paragriqih  A.S.a.,  above.  Is  uncommitted 
to  a  ^>eclfic  buyer  and  will  be  potentially 
available  to  these  MFBI’s  In  a  nationwide 
market  as  follows: 


Production 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  .  67, 937 

1979  _ _ 127, 138 

1980  158,932 

1981  189,318 

1982  200,259 
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Production 

Tear:  {thousand  tons) 

1983  . - . . 214,838 

1984  . . . .  253,700 


d.  Sational  ESECA  prohitrition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  repardXest  of  characteristics. 
The  national  planned  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.3.C., 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal  re¬ 
gardless  of  characteristic  expected  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  othw-  NoUces  of  Intention  to  is¬ 
sue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA.  National  ESECA  Prohibition  Order 
demand  as  previously  stated  in  paragraph 
A.2.C.,  above  is  no  more  than  the  following 
("Availability  Report") : 

Demand 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  .  11,032 

1979  .  22.434 

1980  32,483 

1981  _  35.755 

1982  _ 67,  362 

1983  . . 59,815 

1984  _ , _ _ _ 59,  815 

e.  Regional  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  coal.  Coal  with  the  characteristics 
described  in  paragraph  A.3n.,  above,  is  un¬ 
committed  and  will  be  potentially  available 
to  these  MFBI's  (in  a  probable  regional  sup¬ 
ply/demand  relationship  related  to  the  loca¬ 
tion  of  these  MFBI’s)  from  BOM  Districts  7, 
8  and  13  as  follows  ("Avallablirty  Report") : 


Production 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  _ _ _  28,032 

1979  _  47,  383 

1980  _  53.  082 

1981  _ 61,661 

1982  _  65,  354 

1983  _  70,  652 

1984  _  80,  964 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristic. 
The  expected  regional  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.3.e.. 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7,  8  and  13  expected  to  result  from  this 
NOI,  frmn  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA.  This  potential  regional  demand  is 
estimated  In  PEA’S  “Availability  Report”  to 
be  no  more  than  the  following: 


Demand 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1978  .  3. 268 

1979  _  9, 149 

1980  _ 16,321 

1981  _  18,005 

1982  _  23,682 

1983  _  24,095 

1984  _  24,095 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  by  sulfur  characteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  for  coal  frmn  BOM 
Districts  7.  8  and  13  with  a  1.41-1.8  percent 
sulfur  content  (which  Includes  the  1.6  pw- 
eent  maximum  sulfur  content  described  In 
paragraph  A.3a..  above)  resulting  from  this 
NOI.  frmn  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  CMers  issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  a(a)  of 
BSBCA  to  estimated  In  PCA)b  ‘‘AvallabUtty 
Report"  to  be  no  more  than  the  following: 


Demand 

(thousand  tons) 
percent  sulfur 


Year:  1.41  to  1.8 

1978  .  226 

1979  .  897 

1980  .  1,773 

1981  . . — . 1.773 

1982  . 1,773 

1983  .  1.773 

1984  .  1,773 


The  regional  planned  production  of  coal 
stated  In  ptaragraph  A.3.e.,  above,  with  the 
characteristics  described  In  paragraph  A.S.a., 
above  far  exceeds  this  potential  ESECA  re¬ 
gional  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur  character- 
IsUc. 

4.  State  or  local  laws.  FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilization  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  ffgtues.  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA’s  attention. 

5.  Conclusion.  FElA's  "Availability  Report" 
has  Identified  nationally  and  In  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7.  8  and  13  uncommitted  coal  produc¬ 
tion  that  meets  the  requirements  of  Parch¬ 
ment  9  and  10  as  described  in  paragraph 
A.3.a..  above.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  this 
uncommitted  coal  exists  in  amounts  suffi¬ 
cient  in  any  year  to  meet  the  estimated  ad¬ 
ditional  demand  for  coal,  both  nationally 
and  from  these  Districts,  resulting  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued 
to  date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA. 

Coal  for  these  MFBI’s  will  probably  be 
bought  from  producers  according  to  re¬ 
gional  Bupply/'demand  relationships  related 
to  the  IAFBI’b  location  from  BOM  Districts 
7,  8  and  13.  FEA  observes,  however,  that  the 
MFBI’s  could  purchase  coal  in  other  markets 
as  such  production  becomes  available.  (Die 
Feasibility  of  Considering  Expanded  Use  of 
Western  Coal  by  Midwestern  and  Eastern 
Utilities  in  the  Period  1978  and  Beyond. 
School  of  Engineering,  University  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  November  7.  1975.) 

B.  Coal  transportation. 

1.  Location  of  MFBI's  and  coal  supply. 
Based  on  an  FEA  study.  Coal  Transportation 
Availability  Report,  April  1977,  (hereafter 
“Transportation  Availability  Report”),  coal 
for  Parchment  0  and  10  would  prpbably  come 
from  BOM  District  8  as  the  primary  supply 
area  and  from  BOM  District  2  as  the  alter¬ 
nate  supply  area.  While  these  supply  regions 
are  among  the  nearest  available  sources  able 
to  supply  complying  coal  to  the  plant,  com¬ 
plying  coal  could  be  transferred  by  rail 
from  other  identified  sources  within  the 
United  States  as  well.  The  analysis  of  trans¬ 
portation  avallatilllty  Is  based  on  the  most 
likely  route  as  well  as  two  alternate  routes. 
These  routes  were  chosen  to  demonstrate 
transportation  availability. 


These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed 
by  FEA.  are  based  oo  the  Information  that 
has  been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA 
prior  to  the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Inten¬ 
tion  (NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 


2.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  The  primary 
route  for  coal  delivery  In  Parchment  9  A  10  is 
to  originate  coal  In  BOM  District  8  near  Way- 
land.  Kentucky,  on  the  Chesapeake  and  Ohio 
(Chessle  System) .  The  Chessie  System  would 
move  It  via  Ashland.  Kentucky.  Columbus 
and  Toledo,  Ohio,  to  Wayne.  Michigan,  where 
Consolidated  Railroad  Corporation  (Conrall) 
picks  up  and  delivers  the  coal  to  Parchment 
9  and  10.  The  total  rail  distance  is  about 
610  miles. 

The  alternate  route  from  the  primary  sup¬ 
ply  area  originates  coal  In  BOM  District  8 
near  Hazard.  Kentucky,  on  the  Louisville 
and  Nashville  (LAN)  which  moves  it  to  Cin- 
cimiaU.  Ohio,  where  Conrall  would  pick  up 
and  deliver  the  coal  Parchment  9  and  10. 
The  total  rail  distance  Is  about  530  miles. 

An  alternate  route  from  the  alternate  sup¬ 
ply  area  would  originate  coal  In  BOM  District 
2  near  Pittsburgh.  Pennsylvania,  on  Conrall 
which  would  deliver  the  coal  to  Parchment 
9  and  10.  The  total  rail  distance  is  about 
520  miles. 

3.  Originating  trunk  carrier.  The  Chessle 
System,  the  originating  carrier  of  coal  for 
Parchment  9  A  10  has  approximately  75,000 
hopper  cars  in  service  and  plans  to  add  5,000 
more  in  the  near  future.  Using  an  average 
number  of  20  deliveries  per  year  per  75-ton 
car.  the  Chessie  System  may  need  as  many 
ns  130  additional  cars  to  handle  the  Increased 
demand  from  Parchment  9  and  10.  This  es¬ 
timate  assumes  that  the  railroad  would  nei¬ 
ther  have  excess  originating  capacity  nor 
obtain  cars  from  other  carriers  In  the  origi¬ 
nating  vicinity. 

FKA’s  “’rranspcrtatlon  Availability  Report” 
concluded  that  for  all  potential  Prohibition 
Order  candidates  studied,  there  would  be  no 
major  constraints  In  transporting  ooaL  This 
study  examined  existing  rad  transporutlon 
car  capacity,  water  transportation  capacity. 
Including  unloading  docks,  where  applicable, 
and  took  into  account  projections  made  by 
all  carriers  to  meet  the  antlcapted  demand 
for  all  types  of  transportation  facilities 
assuming  all  MFBI’s  studied  were  to  receive 
orders  under  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 

FEA  has  not  found  nor  has  It  been  in¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  carry¬ 
ing  coal  for  any  originating,  alternate  or  in¬ 
termediate  carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  plant  facilities. 
Freight  service  to  Parchment  9  and  10  Is 
provided  by  Conrall  as  illustrated  above. 
Parchment  9  smd  10  has  Indicated  that  coal 
has  been  used  In  the  past  and  has  been  de¬ 
livered  by  (^nrall. 

’ITiere  are  no  obstacles  to  the  delivery  of 
ooal  to  Parchment  9  and  10. 

5.  Conclusion.  Ooal  transportation  facilities 
will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Prohibition 
Order  is  expected  to  be  In  effect  since  no 
major  constrain^  to  ooal  delivery  over  the 
primary  route  to  Parchment  9  and  10  pres¬ 
ently  exist,  and  alternate  routes  are  avail¬ 
able. 


A.  S.  Staley  Manufacturing  Company  shall 
be  referred  to  as  the  “owner"  and  as  "Staley". 
Decatur  Plant  Units  19,  90.  and  21  shall  be 
referred  to  ae  the  “MPBIIs”  and  m  "Decatur 
19.  20  and  21." 


Appcintz  B — PsoPOszD  Fmonves  aito  Rationalx  fob  Notice  or  Imtention  to  Issitx  a 

PBORmmoiv  Oboeb 

ESECA  end  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  Issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  major  fuel  burning  installation  (MFBI) .  FEA’s  proposed  findinga  are 
set  out  below  with  respect  to  the  MFBI’s  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  eonclu- 
alons  are  also  set  forth. 


Docket  No. 

Ownw  ^  Instsfistion 

Unit  No.  Loeatlou 

OCU-13S6 

A.  E.  Staley  MsniUscturing  Co _ Deeetur  pleat _ 

19.20121  Decetor.lU. 
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NOTICES 


I.  CAPABILITY  AND  NECESSAST  PLANT  EQUIPMENT 
TO  BURN  COAL 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 
1974,  Decatur  19,  20  and  21  bad  the  capability 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coal. 
This  proposed  finding  Is  based  on  the  facte 
and  interpretations  stated  below: 

A.  Staley,  In  a  Major  Fuel  Burning  Instal¬ 
lation  Coal  Conversion  Report,  Section  11, 
Questions  6,  and  12-14,  (Form  FEA  C-602-S- 
0),  filed  on  May  21,  1975,  indicated  that  each 
MITBI  had  in  place  on  June  22.  1974,  a  boiler 
that  was  capable  of  burning  coal.  The  boilers 
had  been  designed  and  constructed  or  modi¬ 
fied  to  burn  coal  as  their  primary  energy 
source,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  on 
June  22,  1974,  the  MFBI’s  may  not  have  been 
burning  coal  as  their  primary  energy  source. 

B.  Based  on  Information  Staley  filed  with 
FEA  dated  July  22,  1976,  and  other  Informa¬ 
tion  available  to  FEA,  the  following  plant 
equipment  and  facilities  at  Decatur  19,  20 
and  21  would  have  to  be  acquired  or  re¬ 
furbished  In  order  for  these  MFBI’s  to  bmn 
coal  as  their  primary  energy  source. 

1.  Scales. 

2.  Feeders. 

3.  Air  heaters. 

4.  Combustors. 

5.  Soot  blowers. 

6.  Special  Instrumentation  and  controls. 

7.  Ash  handling  and  ponding  equipment. 

8.  Unloculers. 

9.  Conveyors. 

10.  Crushers. 

11.  Stokers. 

C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 
1974,  Decatur  19.  20  and  21  had  all  other 
significant  plant  equipment  and  facilities  as¬ 
sociated  with  the  burning  of  coal. 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  equipment  and  facilities  listed  In  para¬ 
graph  B,  above,  do  not  individually  or  in 
combination  constitute  a  lack  of  capability 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coal 
as  of  June  22.  1974. 

n.  THE  BURNING  OF  COAL  IN  LIEU  OF  NATURAL 
CAS  OR  PETROLEUM  PRODUCTS  IS  PRACTTCABLB 
AND  CONSISTENT  WITH  THE  PURPOSES  OP 
ESECA. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of 
coal  in  lieu  of  petroleum  products  or  natural 
gas  at  Decatur  19,  20  and  21  Is  practicable 
and  consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA. 
This  proposed  finding  Is  based  upon  an  anal¬ 
ysis  by  FEA  of  the  fuel  consumption  of  these 
boilers  for  the  period  1973-1977,  the  remain¬ 
ing  useful  service  life  of  each  boiler  after 
conversion,  the  net  operating  cost  differential 
that  would  result  from  compliance  with  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  facts  and 
Interpretations  referenced  below: 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable. 

1.  Anticipated  fuel  supplies.— Curtailment 
of  natural  gas  supply.  Based  on  Information 
obtained  from  the  Federal  Power  Commlsalon, 
the  natural  gas  supplier,  and  In  certain  cases 
the  owner,  FEA  presumes  that  these  MFBI’s 
will  experience  a  substantial  curtailment  of 
their  present  supply  of  natural  gas.  This 
curtailment  will  result  in  increased  reliance' 
on  alternate  fuels  in  the  future. 

2.  Costs  associated  uHth  burning  coal. 

a.  Capital  investment  costs.  The  total 

estimated  initial  capital  Investment  costs. 
Including  financing  costs,  that  would  result 
from  the  acquisition  and  refurbishment  of 
equipment  and  facilities  associated  with  the 
burning  of  coal  at  Decatur  19,  20,  and  21 
have  been  determined. 

This  determination  was  based  on  existing 
FEA  Information  and  analysis  as  well  as  in¬ 
formation  filed  with  FEA  by  the  owner.  Ap¬ 
proximate  costs  to  comply  with  i^pUcable 
environmental  protection  requirranents  have 


also  been  considered.  Including  the  cost  of 
ccHnpllance  with  the  air  pollution  control 
requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  The  expected  Increase  In  operating  and 
maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs, 
that  would  result  from  the  burning  of  coal 
has  been  calculated  based  on  Information 
supplied  by  the  owfaer  or  otherwise  acquired 
by  FEA. 

c.  Fuel  costs.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  an¬ 
nual  fuel  consumption  and  fuel  cost  Informa¬ 
tion  supplied  by  the  owner  and/or.  In  appro¬ 
priate  circumstances,  upon  FEA’s  fuel  cost 
estimates,  FEA  has  determined  that  the 
burning  of  coal  In  lieu  of  natural  gas  or 
petroleum  products  at  Decatur  19,  20  and  21 
will  result  in  a  decrease  In  annual  fuel  costs. 

d.  Net  operating  cost  differential.  Based 
on  the  factors  stated  In  paragraphs  A.l.a.-c, 
above,  as  well  as  the  expected  remaining 
useful  life  of  the  boilers  after  conversion, 
FEA  has  determined  that  the  net  annual 
operating  cost  differential,  hereafter 
"NOCD”,  (which  represents  the  difference 
between  operating  the  boilers  with  coal  and 
alternate  fuel(s)  as  Its  primary  energy 
source),  resulting  from  the  conversion  of 
Decatur  19,  20  and  21  will  represent  an  an¬ 
nual  cost  Increase  of  $228,024. 

3.  Reasonableness  of  additional  costs  of 
burning  coal.  The  following  analysis  of  the 
costs  of  conversion  provides  the  basis  for 
deciding  that  compliance  with  the  proposed 
order  Is  not  unreasonable. 

By  converting  from  burning  natural  gas 
to  burning  coal  as  their  primary  energy 
source  these  MFBI’s  would  experience  a  net 
annual  operating  co*t  Increase,  but  would 
save  a  substantial  amount  of  natural  gas. 
’This  cost  would  only  be  Incurred  for  a  lim¬ 
ited  period  because  these  MFBI’s  will  eventu¬ 
ally  experience  a  substantial  curtailment  of 
their  supply  of  natural  gas.  If  the  prohibi¬ 
tion  order  were  not  issued  to  these  MFBI’s 
they  could  alternately  replace  their  current 
natural  gas  supply  with  either  petroleum 
products  or  coal  for  the  period  following 
such  substantial  curtailment  of  their  nat¬ 
ural  gas  supply. 

In  the  calculation  of  the  NCX7D,  FEA  has 
considered  oil  as  a  substitute  fuel  for  cur¬ 
tailed  natural  gas.  In  calculating  the  NOCD, 
In  those  instances  where  the  MFBI  has  ex¬ 
perienced  BO  curtailment  of  Its  natural  gas 
supply,  FEA  considered  the  present  fuel 
usage.  The  net  annual  operating  cost  Increase 
for  these  MFBI’s  resulting  from  operating  on 
coal  as  their  primary  energy  source.  Instead 
of  petroleum  products  (and/or  natural  gas 
where  applicable),  will  be  approximately 
$624,886. 

Although  the  use  of  the  coal  alternative, 
instead  of  potential  petroleum  products, 
could  be  expected-to  result  In  a  net  annual 
operating  cost  increase,  FEA  has  determined 
that  the  prohibition  of  burning  natural  gas 
of  petroleum  products  as  the  primary  energy 
source  at  Decatur  19  20  and  21  Is  not  un¬ 
reasonable. 

Burning  of  coal  by  these  MFBI’s  as  their 
primary  energy  source  Instead  of  petroleum 
products  would  result  In  additional  capital 
Investment  costs  and  annual  operating  and 
maintenance  costs  exclusive  of  fuel  costs. 
Any  additional  conversion  costs  would,  how¬ 
ever,  be  mitigated  by  the  savings  In  fuel 
costs  Inherent  In  burning  coal.  Notwith¬ 
standing  the  fact  that  these  MFB's  could 
experience  annual  savings  In  Its  total  fuel 
cost  should  it  convert  to  coal  Instead  of 
converting  to  petroleum  products,  there 
would  be  a  net  Increase  In  the  costs  to  these 
MFBI’s. 

Although  conversion  to  the  burning  of 
coal  Instead  of  petroleum  products  would  be 
expected  to  Increase  the  costs  Incurred  by 


Decatur  19,  20  and  21  by  $624,886  per  year, 
FEA  proposes  to  find  that  such  Increased 
cost,  per  barrel  of  oil  saved  Is  not  unreason¬ 
able  given  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  ’This  de¬ 
termination  Is  based  on  consideration  of  the 
substantial  potential  oil  savings  that  would 
result  from  conversion  to  coal.  The  determi¬ 
nation  that  the  costs  of  burning  coal  Instead 
of  petroleum  products  would  not  be  unrea¬ 
sonable  In  further  supported  by  considera¬ 
tion  of  such  costa  In  relation  to  the  expected 
remaining  useful  life  of  these  MFBI’s.  the 
size  and  resources  of  the  owner  as  examined 
In  the  following  discussion  of  financial  ca¬ 
pability,  and  the  nature  of  the  expected 
operations  of  these  MFBI’s. 

4.  Financial  capability  of  the  owner. 

a.  Recovery  of  capital  investment.  FEA  pro¬ 
poses  to  find  that  compliance  with  a  Prohi¬ 
bition  Order  by  Decatur  19,  20  and  21  would 
be  economically  feasible.  FEA’s  analysis  took 
Into  consideration  the  financial  capability  of 
the  owner  and  is  based  upon  the  owner’s  fi¬ 
nancial  position  as  reported  In  the  Dun  and 
Bradstreet  Reference  Book  (March  1977). 
Where  necessary,  FEA  performed  an  inde¬ 
pendent  analysis  of  the  owner’s  financial  ca¬ 
pability,  considering  such  factors  as  the  own¬ 
er’s  ciurent  financial  statement  and  the  ad¬ 
ditional  capital  Investment  required  for  the 
owner  to  comply  with  this  NOI  and  all  other 
NOI’s  which  are  currently  under  considera¬ 
tion,  as  well  as  additional  capital  investment 
costs  related  to  all  other  Notices  of  Intention, 
to  date.  If  any,  to  Issue  Prohibition  or  Con¬ 
struction  Orders,  and  from  all  outstanding 
Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders,  If  any. 
Issued  to  date  under  authority  of  Section  2 
(a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  MFBI’s  owned  by 
Staley.  FEA  related  these  additional  capital 
Investment  costs  to  the  total  capitalization 
of  Staley  and  the  remaining  useful  life  after 
conversion  of  Decatur  19,  20  and  21.  FEA  does 
not  consider  the  effect  of  the  added  capital 
Investment  costs  to  represent  an  unreason¬ 
able  burden  given  the  financial  capabilities 
of  Staley  to  assume  such  costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  The  total  estimated  annual  increase 
In  costs  (amortized  Increased  capital  invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of  costs) 
associated  with  the  burning  of  coal  as  op¬ 
posed  to  natural  gas  attributable  to  compli¬ 
ance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s  which 
are  currently  tmder  consideration  has  been 
determined.  FEA  also  took  Into  considera¬ 
tion  total  annual  costs  resulting  from  com¬ 
pliance  with  all  other  Notices  of  Intention, 
to  date.  If  any,  to  issue  Prohibition  or  Con¬ 
struction  Orders,  and  from  all  outstanding 
Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders,  if  any, 
Issued  to  date  under  authority  of  Section  2 
(a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  Staley  MFBI’s. 

Notwithstanding  the  potential  offsetting 
value  of  fuel  lost  savings  attributable  to  com¬ 
pliance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s 
currently  under  consideration;  Staley’s  to¬ 
tal  annual  costs  after  conversion  will  Increase 
by  $624,886. 

B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA. 
Because  the  Issuance  of  a  Prohibition  Order 
to  Decatur  19,  20  and  21  will  dlscomage  the 
use  of  natural  gas  or  petroleum  products 
and  encourage  the  Increased  tise  of  coal,  FEA 
proposes  to  conclude  that  this  action  would 
be  consistent  with  the  purpose  of  ESECA  to 
provide  a  means  to  assist  In  meeting  the  es¬ 
sential  needs  of  the  United  States  for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analysis 
which  FEA  is  required  to  conduct  pricM'  to 
Issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity 
for  this  MFBI  to  comply  with  the  Clean 
Air  Act  and  other  applicable  environmental 
protection  requirements.  FEA  proposes  to 
conclude  that  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Decatur 
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19,  20  and  21  would  be  conaistent  with  the 
purpoee  of  ESECA  to  provide  for  a  means 
to  assist  In  meeting  the  essential  needs 
of  the  United  States  for  fuels  In  a  manner 
which  Is  consistent,  to  the  fullest  extent 
practicable,  with  existing  national  commit¬ 
ments  to  protect  and  Improve  the  environ¬ 
ment. 

in.  COAL  AND  COAL  TXANSPOETATION  FAdLITIIS 
WILL  BE  AVAILABLE  TO  THESE  MFBI’S  DUEINa 
THE  PEXIOD  UNTIL  DECEMBER  31,  1984 


A.  Coal  availability. 

1.  National  coal  reserves.  United  States 
coal  reserves  are  more  than  sufllclent  to 
supply  national  needs  for  the  foreseeable 
future.  U.S.  Department  of  the  interior. 
Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  daU  show  a  demon¬ 
strated  coal  reserve  base  of  over  400  bil¬ 
lion  tons,  over  half  of  which  Is  currently 
technically  and  economically  recoverable 
{Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base  of  the 
United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on  Jan¬ 
uary  1,  1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1975) 
[hereafter  “BOM  Survey"!).  Within  these 
recoverable  reserves  approximately  200  bil¬ 
lion  tons  contain  1  %  or  less  sulfur  by  weight. 
To  determine  when  certain  quantities  of 
these  reserves  are  expected  to  be  avail¬ 
able,  FEA  has  examined  several  studies 
referenced  herein,  which  together  provide 
the  best  current  evidence  as  to  coal  avail¬ 
ability  for  the  period  ending  December  31, 
1984. 


2.  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand.  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncommitted 
planned  national  coal  production  (derived 
from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal  produc¬ 
ing  companies)  shows  that  there  should 
be  sufficient  production  of  coal  to  meet 
the  total  national  demand  through  1980. 
Beyond  1980,  plans  for  new  production  are 
not  yet  fully  developed  because  few  coal 
producers  have  Arm  expansion  plans  that 
extend  that  far  Into  the  future:  however, 
the  projected  total  planned  national  coal 
production  for  1985  already  meets  99% 
of  the  total  UJB.  demand  expected  In  1985. 
With  time,  more  potential  mine  develop¬ 
ment  will  become  firm  plans,  thus  Increas¬ 
ing  the  planned  production. 

a.  National  eoal  production.  It  Is  conserva¬ 
tively  estimated  that  It  will  be  practicable  to 
produce  coal  nationally  In  at  least  the 
following  quantities: 


Production 

potential 

{million 

Year:  tons) 


1977  . . . . - .  732.  3 

1978  .  791. 6 

1979  _ _ 851.4 

1980  _  911. 7 

1981  _  980. 0 

1982  .  994. 3 

1983  _  1,  017.  4 

1984  _  1,028.7 

1985  _  1.  029.  0 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA’s  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1980.  The  1986  projection,  therefore,  tends 
to  underestimate  actual  production  poten¬ 
tial. 

An  FEA  study.  Coat  Availability  Report, 
April  1977,  (hereafto*  “Availability  Re¬ 
port"),  Indicates  current  plans  for  nation¬ 
wide  production  of  uncommitted  coal  as  fol¬ 
lows; 


Tear: 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 


Production 
{million  tons) 

. .  124.8 

_  243. 1 

. .  293.3 

.  350.0 

.  369.9 

.  396.2 

.  475.5 

.  544.9 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated 
national  demand,  excluding  any  in¬ 
creased  demand  resulting  from  FEIA  ac¬ 
tion  imder  the  authority  of  Section  2(a) 
of  ESECA,  is  as  foUows  (FEA  1976  Na¬ 
tional  Energy  Outlook) : 


Demand 

Tear:  {million  tons) 

1978  .  730 

1979  .  764 

1980  . 799 

1981  . 842 

1982  . 887 

1983  .  935 

1984  . .  985 

1985  .  1,  040 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order 
demand.  The  estimated  potential  demand 
for  coal  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all 
other  Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Pnribibition  Orders  issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA  is  no  more  than  the  following 
(“Availability  Report”) : 


Demand 

Tear:  {million  tons) 

1978  .  11.0 

1979  . . . . . . 22.  4 

1980  . . .  32.  5 

1961 _ _ _ 35.  8 

1982  . . . . . . 57.  4 

1983  _ _ 59.8 


3.  Characteristic  coal  production  and 
demand.  FEA’s  “Availability  Report" 
Identifies  coal  of  specific  quality  charac¬ 
teristics  available  for  use  at  these  MFBI’s. 
Ihe  survey  Is  based  on  data  from  31  min¬ 
ing  companies  that  supplied  useful  in¬ 
formation  on  96  mining  units.  Response 
from  those  companies  Mentified  planned 
producti<m  of  coal  which  is  not  now  com¬ 
mitted  to  specific  buyer.  For  those  com¬ 
panies  which  did  not  respond  to  the  sur¬ 
vey,  FEA  estimated  their  uncommitted 
planned  production  based  on  their  1974 
producticm. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for 
these  MFBI’s.  FEA's  “Availability  Im¬ 
port”  has  determined  that  boilers  of  the 
types  used  at  Decatur  19.  20  and  21  will 
be  able  to  bum  coal  of  the  following 
characteristics  and  comply  with  all  ap¬ 
plicable  air  pollution  control  require¬ 
ments. 


Btu’s  per  lb  (minimum) _ 10,  000 

Moisture  (percent  maximum) _ 16 

Ash  (percent  maximum) _ 20 

Volatile  (percent  minimum) _ 16 

Ash  softening  temperature  (degrees 

fahrenhett,  minimum) _ 1,900 

Sulfur  (percent  maximum.  apfMuxl- 
mate) . . 1.06 


b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from 
these  MFBi’s.  The  potential  demand  for 
coal,  of  the  type  described  above,  which 


would  result  from  this  NOI  Is  estimated 
to  be  as  follows: 

Demand 

Tear:  {thousand  tons) 

1979  and  thereafter _ 211 

c.  National  planned  production,  char¬ 
acteristic  coal.  FEA’s  "Availability  Re¬ 
port”  has  determined  that  coal  of  the  type 
described  in  paragraph  A.3.a.,  above,  is 
imcommitted  to  a  specific  buyer  and  wiU 
be  potentially  available  to  these  MFBI's 
in  a  nationwide  market  as  follows: 


Production 

Tear:  {thousand  tons) 

1978  .  61.  390 

1979  . - .  112.998 

1980  — . 141.  696 

1981  .  169  688 

1982  . - . . .  179.742 

1983  . .  193.  201 

1984  . 228.  474 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 
The  national  planned  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  In  paragraph  A.3.C., 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal  re¬ 
gardless  of  characteristic  expected  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  3(a)  of 
ESECA.  National  ESTCA  Prohibition  Order 
demand  as  previously  stated  In  paragraph 
A.2.C.,  above.  Is  no  more  than  the  following 
(“AvaUabUity  Report”) : 


Demand 

Year:  (fhottsand  tons) 

1978  — . 11.032 

1979  .  22.434 

1980  . 32,483 

1981  _ 35.765 

1982  . 57.363 

1988  59.815 

1984  .  59,815 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  coal.  Coal  with  the  characteristics 
described  In  paragraph  A.3.a.,  above,  is  un¬ 
committed  and  will  be  potentially  available 
to  these  MFBFs  (in  a  probable  regional  sup¬ 
ply/demand  relationship  related  to  the  loca¬ 
tion  of  the  MFBI’S  from  BOM  Districts  7,  8 
and  13  as  follows  (“AvaUabUity  Report") : 


Production 

Tear:  {thousand  tons) 

1978  .  23.720 

1979  .  41,682 

1980  . . . .  46.902 

1981  .  54,781 

1982  .  58.  159 

1983  .  62.984 

1864  .  72,417 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristic. 
The  expected  regional  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.3.e., 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7,  8  and  13  expected  to  result  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA.  This  potential  regional  demand  Is 
estimated  in  FKA’s  "AvaUabUity  Report"  to 
be  no  more  than  the  following: 


Demand 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1979  . 8,368 

1979  _  9. 149 

1980  .  16,821 
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Demand 

Tear;  {thousand  tons) 

1981  _ 18,005 

1982  _  23,682 

1983  _ 24,095 

1984  _ _ —  24,095 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  by  sulfur  characteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  for  coal  from  BOM 
Districts  7,  8  and  13  with  a  0.61  to  1.4  percent 
sulfur  content  (which  Includes  the  1.08  per¬ 
cent  maximum  sulfur  content  described  in 
paragraph  A.3.a.,  above)  resulting  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to 
date  under  the  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA  Is  estimated  In  FEA’s  “Availability 
Report”  to  be  no  more  than  the  following: 

Demand 
{thousand  tons) 
Percent  Sulfur 


Tear:  0.91  to  1.4 

1978  _  2, 831 

1979  _  6, 826 

1980  _ 10,484 

1981  _ 11,673 

1982  _ 16,937 

1983  _  16,937 

1984  _  16,937 


The  regional  planned  production  of  coal 
stated  In  paragraph  A.3.e.,  above,  with  the 
characteristics  described  In  paragraph  A.3.a., 
above,  far  exceeds  this  potential  ESECA 
regional  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur 
characteristic. 

4.  State  or  local  laws.  FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the  ex¬ 
traction  or  utilization  of  coal  that  would  ad¬ 
versely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA’s  attention. 

5.  Conclusion.  FElA's  “Availability  Study” 
has  Identified  nationally  and  In  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7,  8  and  13  uncommitted  coal  produc¬ 
tion  that  meets  the  requirements  of  Decatur 
19,  20  and  21  as  described  in  paragraph  A.3.a., 
above.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  this  uncom¬ 
mitted  coal  exists  In  amounts  sufficient  in 
any  year  to  meet  the  estimated  additional 
demand  for  coal,  both  nationally  and  from 
these  Ditsricts,  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from 
all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  Ordm  issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 

Coal  for  these  MFBI’s  will  probably  be 
bought  from  producers  according  to  regional 
supply/demand  relationships  related  to  the 
MFBI's  location  from  BOM  Districts  7,  8  and 
13.  FEA  observes,  however,  that  these  MFBI’s 
could  purchase  coal  In  other  markets  as  such 
production  becomes  available.  (Feasibility  of 
Considering  Expanded  Use  of  Western  Coal 
by  Midwestern  and  Eastern  Utilities  In  the 
Period  19'78  and  Beyond,  School  of  Engineer¬ 
ing,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  November  7, 
1975.) 

B.  Coal  transportation. 

1.  Location  of  MFBI’s  and  coal  supply. 
Based  on  an  FEA  Study,  Coal  ’Transportation 
Availability  Report,  April  1977,  (hereafter 
“Transportation  Availability  Report”),  coal 
for  the  Decatur  Plant  would  probably  come 
from  BOM  District  8  as  the  primary  supply 
area  and  from  BOM  District  11  as  the  alter¬ 
nate  supply  area.  While  these  supply  regions 
are  among  the  nearest  available  sources  able 
to  supply  complying  coal  to  the  plant,  com¬ 
plying  coal  could  be  transferred  by  rail  from 
other  identlfiM  sources  within  the  United 
States  as  well.  ’The  analysis  of  transportation 
availability  Is  based  on  the  most  likely  route 
as  well  as  two  alternate  routes.  These  routes 
were  chosen  to  demonstrate  transportation 
availability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  The  primary 
route  for  coal  delivery  for  Decatur  19,  20  and 


21  Is  to  originate  coal  in  BOM  District  8  near  FEA’s  “lYansportatlon  Availability  Re- 
Hazard.  Kentucky  on  the  Louisville  and  port”  concluded  that  for  all  potential  Pro- 
Nashville  RaUroad  (L&N).  ’The  LAN  would  ‘hlbitlon  Order  candidates  studied,  there 
move  It  via  Louisville,  Kentucky  and  Rerra  would  be  no  major  constraints  In  transport. - 
Nourte,  Indiana.  Ing  coal.  ’This  study  examined  existing  rail 

’The  total  rail  distances  is  about  568  miles,  transportation  car  capacity,  water  trans- 
The  alternate  route  from  the  primary  sup-  portatlon  capacity.  Including  unloading 
ply  area  originates  coal  In  BOM  District  8  docks,  where  applicable,  and  took  Into  ac- 
area  Hazard,  Kentucky  on  the  LAN  which  count  projections  made  by  all  types  of  trans- 
would  haul  It  via  LouisvUlc,  Kentucky  to  portatlon  facilities  assuming  all  MFBI's 
Bloomington,  Indiana  where  the  Illinois  Cen-  studied  were  to  receive  orders  under  Section 
tral  Oulf  Railroad  (ICO)  would  pick  it  up  2(a)  of  ESECA. 

and  carry  via  west  to  Newton,  Illinois  for  The  LAN  Indicated  that  transportation  fa- 
dellvery  to  Decatur  19,  20  and  21.  ’The  total  cHlUes  at  those  mine  sites  within  BOM  Dls- 
rall  distance  Is  about  518  miles.  trict  8  served  by  the  LAN  are  in  good  condi- 

An  alternate  route  from  the  alternate  sup-  tlon  and  that  loading  facilities  could  handle 
ply  area  would  originate  coal  in  BOM  District  the  required  coal  volumes. 

11  near  Vincennes,  Indiana  on  the  Baltimore  FEA  has  not  found  nor  has  It  been  In- 
and  Ohio  line  (Chessle  System)  which  would  formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  carry- 
move  it  to  Olney,  Illinois,  where  ICO  picks  ing  coal  for  any  alternate  or  intermediate 
up  and  delivers  the*  coal  to  Decatur  19,  20  carriers  should  they  be  used, 
and  21.  The  total  rail  distance  is  about  136  4.  Destination  carrier  and  MFBI  facilities. 

miles.  The  destination  carrier  of  coal  from  the  prl- 

3.  Originating  trunk  carrier.  ’The  LAN,  orlg-  mary  supply  area  Is  NAW  which,  Staley  In- 
Inating  carrier  of  coal  for  Decatur  19,  20  and  dlcated,  has  delivered  coal  to  Decatur  19,  20 
21  has  over  34,000  hopper  cars  In  service  and  and  21  in  the  past. 

has  been  Increasing  this  number  by  about  'There  are  no  other  obstacles  to  the  delivery 
2,000  cars  per  year.  Using  an  average  number  of  coal  to  Decatur  19,  20,  and  21. 
of  20  deliveries  per  year  per  76-ton  car,  the  6.  Conclusion.  Coal  transnortatlon  faclli- 
LAN  may  need  as  many  as  165  additional  ties  will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Pro¬ 
cars  to  handle  the  Increased  demand  from  hlbltion  Order  Is  expected  to  be  in  effect 
Decatur  19.  20.  and  21.  This  estimate  assumes  since  no  major  constraints  to  coal  delivery 
that  the  railroad  would  neither  have  excess  over  the  primary  route  to  Decatur  19,  20  and 
originating  capacity  nor  obtain  cars  from  21  presently  exist,  and  alternate  routes  are 
other  carriers  In  the  originating  vicinity.  available. 

Appendix  C — ^Proposed  Findings  and  Rationale  pob  Notick  of  Intention  to  Issue  a 

PxoHiBrnoN  Obdeb 

ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  issuing  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  to  a  major  fuel  burning  Installation  (MFBI).  FEA’s  proposed  findings  are 
set  out  below  with  respect  to  the  MFBI’s  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclu¬ 
sions  are  also  set  forth. 


Docket  No.  Owner  Installatioa  Unit  No.  Location 

OCU-1853  Marathon  Oil  Co .  Robinson  refinery _  9, 10  Robinson,  IlL 


These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed  by 
FEA,  are  based  on  the  Infcwmatlon  that  has 
been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA 
prior  to  the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  In¬ 
tention  (NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Marathon  Oil  Company  shall  be  referred  to 
as  the  “owner”  an4  as  “Marathon”.  Robinson 
Refinery  Units  9  and  10  shall  be  referred  to 
as  the  “MFBI’s”  and  as  “Robinson  9  and  10”. 

I.  CAPABILITY  AND  NECESSARY  PLANT  EQXnPUENT 
TO  BURN  COAL 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22. 1974, 
Robinson  9  and  10  had  the  capability  and 
necessary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coal.  ’This 
proposed  finding  la  based  on  the  facts  and 
Interpretations  stated  below: 

A.  Marathon,  In  a  Major  Fuel  Burning  In¬ 
stallation  Coal  Conversion  Report,  Section  II, 
Questions  6,  and  12-14,  (Form  FEA  C-602- 
S-O),  filed  on  May  21,  1975,  Indicated  that 
each  MFBI  had  In  place  on  June  22,  1974, 
a  boiler  that  was  capable  of  burning  coal. 
’The  boilers  had  been  designed  and  con¬ 
structed  or  modified  to  bum  coal  as  their 
primary  energy  source,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  on  June  22,  1974,  the  MFRI’s  may 
not  have  been  burning  coal  as  their  primary 
energy  source. 

B.  Based  on  Information  Marathon  filed 
with  FEA  dated  July  23.  1976,  and  other  In¬ 
formation  available  to  FEA,  the  following 
plant  equipment  and  facilities  at  Robin¬ 
son  9  and  10  would  have  to  be  acquired  or  re¬ 
furbished  In  order  tar  these  MFBI’s  to  bum 
coal  as  their  primary  energy  source: 

1.  UiHoaders 

2.  Crushers 

3.  Conveyors 


4.  Pulverizers 

6.  F^eeders 

6.  Air  heaters 

7.  Combustors 

8.  Soot  blowers 

9.  Special  Instrumentation  and  controls 

10.  Ash  handling  and  ponding  equipment 

11.  Electric  switch  gear 

C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  Jyine  22, 
1974.  Robinson  9  and  10  had  all  other  sig¬ 
nificant  plant  equipment  and  facilities  as¬ 
sociated  with  the  burning  of  coal. 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  equipment  and  facilities  listed  In  para¬ 
graph  B,  above,  do  not  Individually  or  In 
ccHnblnatlon  constitute  a  lack  of  capability 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  bum  coal 
as  of  June  22,  1974- 

II.  The  burning  of  coal  In  lieu  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  Is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of 
coal  in  lieu  of  petroleum  products  or  natural 
gas  at  Robinson  9  and  10  Is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  This 
proposed  finding  is  based  upon  an  analysis 
by  FEA  of  the  fuel  consumption  of  these 
boilers  for  the  period  1973-1977,  the  remain¬ 
ing  useful  service  life  of  each  boiler  after 
conversion,  the  net  operating  cost  differen¬ 
tial  that  would  result  from  compliance  with 
a  Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  facts  and 
Interpretations  referenced  below: 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable. 
1.  Costs  associated  with  burning  coal. — a. 
Capital  investment  costs.  ’The  total  esti¬ 
mated  Initial  capital  Investment  costs.  In¬ 
cluding  financing  costs,  that  would  result 
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from  the  acquisition  and  refurbishment  of 
equipment  and  facllltlee  associated  with  the 
burning  of  coal  at  Robinson  9  and  10  have 
been  determined. 

This  determination  was  based  on  existing 
FEA  Information  and  analysis  as  well  as  In¬ 
formation  filed  with  FEA  by  the  owner.  Ap¬ 
proximate  costs  to  comply  with  applicable 
environmental  protection  requirements  have 
also  been  considered.  Including  the  cost  of 
compliance  with  the  air  pollution  control  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costa.  The  expected  Increase  In  operating 
and  maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs,  that  would  result  from  the  burning 
of  coal  has  been  calculated  based  on  In- 
fomatlon  supplied  by  the  owner  or  otherwise 
acquired  by  FEA. 

c.  Fuel  costs.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  an¬ 
nual  fuel  consumption  and  fuel  cost  infor¬ 
mation  supplied  by  the  owner  and/or,  in  ap¬ 
propriate  circumstances,  upon  FEAh  fuel 
cost  estimates,  FEA  has  determined  that  the 
biimlng  of  coal  In  lieu  of  natural  gas  or 
petroleum  products  at  Robinson  9  and  10 
will  result  In  a  decrease  In  annual  fuel  costs. 

d.  ffet  operating  coat  differential.  Bsised  on 
the  factors  stated  in  paragraphs  A.1a-c., 
above,  as  well  as  the  expected  remaining  use¬ 
ful  life  of  the  bollera  after  conversion.  FEA 
has  determined  that  the  net  annual  operat¬ 
ing  cost  differential  (which  r^resents  the 
difference  between  (grating  the  boilers  with 
coal  and  alternate  fuel(s)  as  their  primary 
energy  source),  resulting  from  the  conver¬ 
sion  of  Robinson  0  and  10,  will  represent  an 
annual  cost  Increase  of  $M3378. 

2.  Reasonableness  o/  costs  of  conversion. 
The  fwegolng  analirsls  of  the  costs  of  con¬ 
version  provided  the  basis  fcM*  deciding 
whether  the  conversion  of  Robinson  9  and 
10  Is  reasonable. 

As  a  result  of  conversion.  Marathon  will 
Incur  additional  coital  Investment  costs,  in¬ 
cluding  financing  costs,  and  additional  an¬ 
nual  operating  and  maintenance  costs,  ex¬ 
clusive  of  fuel  costs,  but  will  experience  an 
annual  savings  In  its  total  fuel  costs  for  the 
expected  remaining  useful  service  life  of  the 
boilers  after  conversion. 

Incretksed  costs  of  conversion  will  be  miti¬ 
gated  by  the  decrease  In  fuel  costs.  The  net 
result,  however,  will  be  an  Increase  In  the 
annual  cost  of  operating  the  boilers. 

The  use  of  cool  at  Robinson  9  and  10  will 
result  in  a  substantial  annual  savings  of 
barrels  of  oil  that  otherwise  would  be  used 
as  a  boiler  fuel. 

Although  conversion  to  the  burning  of  coal 
would  be  expected  to  Increase  the  cost  of 
operating  at  Robinson  9  and  10,  FEA  pro¬ 
poses  to  find  that  such  Increased  cost  per 
barrel  of  oil  saved  is  not  unreasonable.  This 
determination  Is  based  on  consideration  of 
the  substantial  savings  of  petroleiun  prod¬ 
ucts  that  will  result  from  this  conversion. 
The  determination  that  the  costs  of  convert¬ 
ing  are  not  unreasonable  is  further  sup¬ 
ported  by  consideration  of  such  costs  In  re¬ 
lation  to  the  expected  remaining  useful  life 
of  the  boilers  after  conversion,  the  size  and 
resources  of  Marathon  as  examined  In  the 
following  analysis  of  financial  capability,  the 
nature  of  the  expected  operation  of  these 
boilers  and  potential  future  Increases  In  the 
fuel  cost  differential  In  favor  of  coal. 

3.  Financial  capability  of  the  owner. — a. 
Recovery  of  capital  investment.  FEA  pro¬ 
poses  to  find  that  compliance  with  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  by  Robinson  9  and  10  would 
be  economically  feasible.  FEA’s  analysis  took 
Into  consideration  the  financial  capability  of 
the  owner  and  Is  based  upon  ,tbe  owner’s 
financial  position  as  reported  In  the  Dun  and 
and  Bradstreet  Reference  Book  (March 
1977).  Where  necessary,  FEA  performed  an 
Independent  analysis  of  the  owner's  finan¬ 


cial  capability,  considering  such  factors  as 
the  owner’s  ciurent  financial  statement  and 
the  additional  capital  Investment  required 
for  the  owner  to  comply  with  this  NOI  and 
all  otbw  NOI’s  which  are  ciurently  \mder 
consideration,  as  well  as  additional  capital 
Investment  costs  related  to  all  other  Notices 
of  Intention,  to  date,  if  any,  to  Issue  Pro¬ 
hibition  or  Construction  Orders,  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Orders.  If  any.  Issued  to  date  under  authority 
of  Section  3  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  MFBI’s 
owned  by  Marathon.  FEA  related  these  addi¬ 
tional  capital  investment  costs  to  the  total 
capitalization  of  Marathon  and  the  remain¬ 
ing  useful  life  after  conversion  of  Robinson 
9  and  10. 

FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  the 
added  capital  Investment  costs  to  r^resent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financial 
capabilities  of  Marathon  to  assume  such 
costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  uHth  con¬ 
version.  The  total  estimated  annual  Increase 
In  costs  (amortized  Increased  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs)  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal 
as  opposed  to  oU  attributable  to  compliance 
with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI's  which  are 
currently  under  consideration  has  been  de¬ 
termined.  FEA  also  took  Into  consideration 
total  annual  costs  resulting  from  compliance 
with  all  other  Notices  of  Intention,  to  date. 
If  any,  to  issue  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Orders,  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition 
or  Construction  Orders,  if  any.  Issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  Section  2  (a)  and  (c)  of 
ESECA  to  Marathon  MFBI's. 

Notwithstanding  the  potential  offsetting 
value  of  fuel  cost  savings,  attributable  to 
compliance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI's 
currently  under  consideration.  Marathon's 
total  annual  costs  after  conversion  will  in¬ 
crease  by  $403,378. 

B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA. 
Because  the  Issuance  of  a  Prohibition  Order 
to  Robinson  9  and  10  will  discourage  the  use 
of  natural  gas  or  petroleum  products  and 
encourage  the  Increased  use  of  coal,  FEA 
proposes  to  conclude  that  this  action  would 
be  consistent  with  the  purpose  of  ESECA  to 
provide  a  means  to  assist  In  meeting  the 
essential  needs  of  the  United  States  for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analy¬ 
sis  which  FEA  is  required  to  conduct  prior 
to  issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity 
for  these  MFBI’s  to  comply  with  the  Clean 
Air  Act  and  other  applicable  environmental 
protection  requirements.  FEA  proposes  to 
conclude  that  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Robin¬ 
son  9  and  10  would  be  consistent  with  the 
purpose  of  ESECA  to  provide  for  a  means  to 
assist  in  meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the 
United  States  for  fuels  In  a  manner  which  la 
consistent,  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable, 
with  existing  national  commitments  to  pro¬ 
tect  and  Improve  the  environment. 

m.  COAL  AND  COAL  TXANSPOXTATION  FAdLITIXS 

wnx  BK  AVAHJiBLX  TO  THESX  MFBI’S  DUBINO 

THE  PKBIOD  UNTIL  DKCEMBDB  31,  1S84 

A.  Coal  availability. — 1.  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  foreseeable  future.  UJ3.  Department  of 
the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data 
show  a  demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of 
over  400  billion  tons,  over  half  which  Is 
currently  technically  and  economically  recov¬ 
erable  (Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base  of 
the  United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on 
January  1,  1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1975) 
(hereafter  “BOM  Survey’’)).  Within  these 
recoverable  reserves  approximately  200  bU- 
llon  tons  contain  1  percent  or  less  sulfur  by 
weight.  'To  determine  when  certain  quantities 
of  these  reserves  are  expected  to  be  avaUlable, 


FRA  has  examined  several  studies  referenced 
herMn.  which  together  provide  the  best  cur¬ 
rent  evidence  as  to  coal  availability  for  the 
period  ending  December  31,  1984. 

2.  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand.  and  the  total  tonnage  of  uncommitted 
planned  national  coal  production  (derived 
from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal  producing 
companies)  shows  ttiat  there  should  be  suffi¬ 
cient  production  of  coal  to  meet  the  total 
national  demand  through  1980.  Bejrond  1980, 
plans  for  new  production  are  not  yet  fully 
developed  because  few  coal  producers  have 
firm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that  far 
Into  the  future;  however,  the  projected  total 
planned  national  coal  production  for  1985 
already  meets  99  percent  of  the  total  U.S. 
demand  expected  In  1985.  With  time,  more 
potential  mine  developments  will  become 
firm  plans,  thus  Increasing  the  planned 
production. 

a.  National  coal  production.  It  Is  conserva¬ 
tively  estimated  that  It  will  be  practicable  to 
produce  cosU  nationally  in  at  least  the  fol¬ 
lowing  quantities: 


Production 

potential 

Year:  (mUliontona) 

1977  .  732.  3 

1978  . 791.6 

1979  .  881.4 

1980  .  911.7 

1981  - 960.0 

1982  - - - -  994.  3 

1983  . 1,017.4 

1984  .  1,028.7 

1985  .  1,029.6 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA’s  Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study  (May 
1976).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond  1980. 
The  1985  projection,  therefore,  tends  to  un¬ 
derestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  study.  Coal  AvallabUlty  Report. 
AprU  1977,  (hereafter  “AvaUabUlty  Report"), 
Indicates  current  plans  for  nationwide  pro¬ 
duction  of  uncommitted  coal  as  follow^: 


Production 

Year:  (million  tons) 

1978— . 124.3 

1979  - - -  243. 1 

1980  _  293.3 

1981  .  350.  0 

1982... . . . .  389.9 

1983  -  396.  2 

1984  . 475.5 

1985  .  544.9 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated  na¬ 
tional  demand,  excluding  any  Increased  de¬ 
mand  resulting  from  FEA  action  under  the 
authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA.  Is  as 
follows  (FEA  1976  National  Energy  Outlook) : 


Demand 

Year :  ( million  tons ) 

1978  .  730 

1979  _  764 

1980  _  799 

1981  _  842 

1982  _ 887 

1983  _  935 

1984  _ 985 

1985  . 1,040 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  this  NOI.  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition 
Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under  author¬ 
ity  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA  Is  no  more  than 
the  following  ("Availability  Report’’) : 
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Demand 

Year:  (miUiontons) 

1978  . - .  11. 0 

1979  _ _ _  22.  4 

1980  _ _ _  82.  6 

1981  _  35.  8 

1982  . . . . .  57.4 

1983  . .  59.8 

1984  _  69.  8 


3.  Characteristic  coal  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  PEA'S  “Availability  Report"  identifies 
coal  of  specific  qxiality  characteristics  avail¬ 
able  for  use  at  these  MFBI's.  The  survey  is 
based  on  data  from  31  mining  companies 
that  supplied  useful  information  on  96  min¬ 
ing  units.  Responses  from  these  companies 
identified  planned  production  of  coal  which 
is  not  now  committed  to  a  specific  buyer.  For 
those  companies  which  did  not  respond  to 
the  survey,  FEA  estimated  their  uncommitted 
planned  production  based  on  their  1974 
production. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for 
these  MFBI’s.  FEA’s  “AvaUablllty  Report" 
has  determined  that  bollMS  of  the  tjrpe  used 
at  Robinson  9  and  10  will  be  able  to  bum 
coal  of  the  following  characteristics  and 
comply  with  all  applicable  air  pollution  con¬ 


trol  requirements. 

BtuVlb . . - . . . 110,000 

Moisture  (percent) _  ■  15 

Ash  (percent) _  *  20 

Ash  softening  temp.  (’F) _  *2,000 

Sufur  (approximately)  (percent) _  *3.7 


b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  these 
MFBI’s.  The  potmtlal  demand  for  coal,  of 
the  type  described  above,  which  would  re¬ 
sult  from  this  NOI  is  estimated  to  be  as 
follows: 

Demand 

(thousand 


Year:  tons) 

1979  and  thereafter _  104 


c.  Motional  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  ooaL  nSA*!  "Avallablltty  Report" 
has  determined  that  coal  of  the  type  de¬ 
scribed  in  paragraph  AJji.,  above,  is  un¬ 
committed  to  a  specific  buyer  and  will  be 
potentially  available  to  these  MFBI's  in  a 
nationwide  market  as  follows: 

Production 


Year: 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


(thousand 

tons) 

—  124,300 
..  243, 100 
..  293,300 
360,000 
..  389,900 
396,200 
__  475,600 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  eoal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 
The  national  tinned  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragn^h  A.3X., 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  expected  from 
this  NOI.  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention 
to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  issued 
to  date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA.  National  ESECA  Prohibition  Order 
demand  as  previously  stated  in  paragraph 
A.2.C.,  above  is  no  more  than  the  following 
("Availability  Report”) : 

Demand 


Year: 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 
1033 
1964 


(thousand 

tons) 

...  11,032 
22,434 
...  32,483 
...  86,765 
...  67,862 
...  69.815 
...  59.815 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  coat.  Coal  with  the  characteristics 
described  In  paragraph  A.3a.,  above,  is  un- 
committed  and  will  be  potentially  available 
to  these  MFBPs  (In  a'probable  regional  sup¬ 
ply/demand  relatlonshtp  related  to  the  lo¬ 
cation  of  these  MFBI's)  from  BOM  Districts 
7.  8.  and  18  as  follows  ("Availability  Re¬ 
port”)  : 

PiXHiuetion 

(thousand 

Year:  tons) 


1978  . 28,984 

1979  _  62,077 

1980  _ 58,396 

1981  _ 67,882 

1982  _ 71,985 

1983  _ 77,668 

1984  _  89,345 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  eoal,  regardless  or  characteristic. 
The  expected  regional  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  AEjo, 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  tor  coal 
regardless  ot  characteristic  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7, 8.  and  IS  expected  to  resiilt  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
Issue  Prohlbltkm  Orders  to  date  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  xmder  authority  of  Section  8(a)  of 
ESECA.  This  potential  regional  demand  Is 
estimated  In  PEA’S  "Availability  Report"  to 
be  no  more  than  the  following: 


Tear: 


Demand 


1978  . . .  8. 268 

1979  _  9.149 

1980  _ 16,821 

1981  _ 18,006 

1983  _  23,682 

1983  _  24,095 

1984  . . -  24,095 


g.  kegional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  eoal  by  sulfur  characteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  for  coal  from  BOM 
Districts  7,  8,  and  13  with  a  2.21-3.71  per¬ 
cent  sulfiU’  content  (which  includes  the  3.7 
percent  ma.Timtijn  sulfur  content  described 
in  paragraph  A.3JI..  above)  resulting  from 
this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention 
to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA  Is  estimated  in  FEA's  "Availability 
Report"  to  be  no  more  than  the  following: 


Demsmd 
(thousand  tons) 
percent  sulfur 


Year:  231-371 

1978  . 77 

1979  _  1.880 

1980  .  1,580 

•  1981  . 1.631 

1982  . 1.631 

.  1983  .  1,531 

1984  .  1,631 


The  regional  plazmed  production  of  coal 
stated  in  paragraph  A.Sa.  above,  with  the 
characteristics  described  in  paragraph  A.3.a., 
above,  far  exceeds  this  potential  ESECA  re¬ 
gional  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur  character¬ 
istic. 

4.  State  or  local  lews.  FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the  ex¬ 
traction  or  utillxatlon  of  coal  that  would  ad¬ 
versely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  reA*s  attention. 

5.  Conclusion.  FEA’s  "Availability  Report’’ 
has  identified  nationally  and  in  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7,  8,  and  13  uncommitted  coal  produc¬ 
tion  that  meets  the  requirements  of  Rob¬ 
inson  9  and  10  as  described  in  paragraph 
A.3.a..  above.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  this 


uncommitted  coal  exists  in  amoimts  suf¬ 
ficient  in  any  year  to  meet  the  estimated  ad¬ 
ditional  demand  for  coal,  both  nationally  and 
from  these  Districts,  resulting  from  this  NOI, 
from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  issue 
Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  Orders  isued  to  date 
xmder  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 

Coal  for  these  MFBI's  will  probably  be 
boxight  from  producers  according  to  regional 
supply/demand  relationships  related  to  the 
MFBI's  location  from  BOM  Districts  7,  8,  and 
13.  FEA  observes,  however,  that  the  MFBI's 
could  pxirchase  coal  in  other  markets  as  such 
production  becomes  available.  The  Feasibility 
of  Considering  Expanded  Use  of  Western 
Coal  by  Midwestern  and  Eastern  Utilities  in 
the  Period  1978  and  Beyond.  School  of  En¬ 
gineering,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  No¬ 
vember  7. 1975.) 

B.  Coal  transportation. — 1.  Location  of 
MFBI’s  and  coal  supply.  Based  on  an  FEA 
study.  Coal  Transportation  Availability  Re¬ 
port,  April  1977,  (hereafter  “Transportation 
Availability  Report”),  coal  for  Robinson  9 
and  10  would  probably  come  from  BOM 
District  8  as  the  primary  supply  area  and 
from  BOM  District  11  as  the  alternate  supply 
area.  While  these  supply  regions  are  among 
the  ikearest  axratlable  sources  able  to  supply 
complying  coal  to  the  plant,  complying  coal 
could  be  transferred  by  rail  from  other  Iden- 
ttfled  eoxirces  within  the  United  States  as 
well.  The  analysis  of  transportation  avail¬ 
ability  is  based  on  the  most  likely  route  as 
well  as  two  alternate  routes.  These  routes 
vrere  chosen  to  demonstrate  transportation 
availability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  The  primary 
route  for  coal  delivery  for  Robinson  9  and 

10  is  to  originate  coal  in  BOM  District  8  near 
Hazard,  Kentucky,  on  tho  Louisville  and 
Nashville  (LftN)  Railroad.  The  LAN  would 
move  it  via  liOUlsville,  Kentucky,  to  Bloom¬ 
ington.  Indiana,  where  the  Illinois  Central 
Oulf  (ICO)  picks  it  up  for  delivery  to  Rob- 
tnf>n  9  and  10.  The  total  rail  distance  is 
about  430  miles. 

The  alternate  route  from  the  primary 
suply  area  originates  coal  near  Stearns,  Ken¬ 
tucky,  on  the  Southern  Railway  which  moves 
It  via  LoulsvlUe,  Kentucky,  to  Mt.  Carmel, 
minols,  where  Oonrail  picks  it  up  to  deliver 
to  Robinson  9  and  10.  The  total  rail  distance 
is  about  850  miles. 

An  alternate  rout  from  the  alternate  sup-  - 
ply  area  would  originate  coal  in  BOM  District 

11  in  Sxillivan  Coxmty  on  Illinois  Central 
Oulf  which  would  deliver  the  coal  to  Robin¬ 
son  9  and  10.  The  total  rail  distance  is  about 
30  miles. 

3.  Originating  trunJc  carrier.  The  L&N,  the 
originating  carrier  of  coal  for  Robinson  9 
and  10,  has  over  84,000  hopper  cars  in  serv¬ 
ice  and  has  been  increasing  this  number  by 
about  2,000  cars  per  year.  Using  an  average 
nximber  of  20  deUveries  per  year  per  75  ton 
car.  the  L&N  may  need  as  many  as  125  addi¬ 
tional  oars  to  handle  the  Increased  demand 
from  Robinson  9  and  10.  This  estimate  as¬ 
sumes  that  the  railroad  would  neither  have 
erre—  originating  capacity  nor  obtain  cars 
from  other  carriers  in  the  originating  xdcin- 
Ity. 

FEA’s  “Transportation  Availability  Report” 
concluded  that  for  all  potential  Prohibition 
Order  candidates  studied,  there  would  be  no 
major  constraints  in  transporting  coal.  This 
■txidy  examined  existing  rail  transporUtion 
car  capacity,  water  transportation  capacity 
Induding  unloading  docks,  where  applicable, 
and  took  Into  account  projections  made  by 
an  earrlera  to  meet  the  anticipated  demand 
for  all  types  of  transportation  facilities  as- 
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■iiiwing  »U  MFBI’s  studlMl  were  to  receive 
(wders  under  Section  2(e)  of  KSBCA. 

The  UtN  Indicated  that  transporUUon 
facUltlee  at  mine  sites  within  BOM  District 
8  served  by  the  LAN  are  In  good  condition 
and  that  loading  facilities  could  handle  the 
required  coal  volumes. 

FEA  has  not  found  nor  has  It  been  In- 
fonned  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  carry* 
Ing  coal  for  any  originating  alternate  or  In¬ 
termediate  carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  DestinatUm  carrier  and  MFBl  facilities. 
Freight  service  to  Robinson  9  and  10  is  pro¬ 
vided  by  Illinois  Central  Oulf  and  Oonrall, 
as  Illustrated  above.  This  refinery  used  coal 
as  a  boiler  fuel  until  about  1970  and  no  de¬ 


livery  problems  are  foreseen.  These  carriers 
report  that  unloading  and  handling  facili¬ 
ties  would  need  to  be  modernised.  It  Is  ex¬ 
pected  that  these  repairs  can  be  accomplished 
prior  to  the  effective  date  for  coal  burning. 

There  are  no  other  obstacles  to  the  delivery 
of  coal  to  Robinson  9  and  10. 

5.  Conclusion.  Coal  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  Is  expected  to  be  In  effect  since 
no  major  constraints  to  coal  delivery  over  the 
primary  route  to  Robinson  9  and  10  pres¬ 
ently  exist,  and  alternate  routes  are  avail¬ 
able. 
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